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Pesticides used improperly can be injurious to human beings, animals, 
and plants. Follow the directions and heed all precautions on labels. Store 
pesticides in orginal. containers under lock and key—out of the reach of 
children and animals—-and away from food and feed. 

Apply pesticides so that they do not endanger humans, livestock, crops, 
beneficial insects, fish, and wildlife. Do not apply pesticides where. there 
is danger of drift when honey bees or other pollinating insects are visiting 
plants, or in ways that may contaminate water or leave illegal residues. 

Avoid prolonged inhalation of pesticide sprays or dusts; wear protective 
clothing and equipment, if specified on the. label. 

If your hands become contaminated with a pesticide, do not eat or drink 
until you have washed. In case a pesticide is swallowed or gets in the eyes, 


follow the first aid treatment given on the label, and get prompt medical 
attention. If a pesticide is spilled on your skin or clothing, remove clothing 
immediately and wash skin thoroughly. 


NOTE: Some States have resirictions on the use of 
certain pesticides. Check your State and local regulations. 
Also, because registrations of pesticides are under constant 
review by the U.S Environmental Protection Agency, 
consult your local forest pathologist, county agriculture 
agent, or State extension specialist to be sure the intended 
use is still registered. — 
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A. Committee Members in Attendance 


Name 


Address Phone Number DG Address 
Dave Thomas WO-FPM (202) 205-1600 D.Thomas :WO1C 
Charlie McMahon SO (205) 826-8670 C.McMahon:S30A 
Paul Mistretta R-8 (404) 357-2961 P.Mistretta:RO8A 
Ed Holstén Idk) (QOD y Pye P se E.Holsten:R1IOFO4A 
George Ice NCASI (503) 752-8801 N/A 
Bob Cambell Canadian FS (705) 946-9461 N/A 
Garth Baxter R-4 (801) 782-6884 N/A (Retired) 
Alison Corey R-4 (801) 625-5258 A.Corey:RO4A 
Frank Burch WO-TM (202) 205-0946 F burch:wWolLc 
Mike Rutty Res (209) 532-3671 M.Rutty:RO5F16A 
Doug Parker R-3 (505) 821-7739 D.Parker:RO3A 


FD) | 





Left to Right: Ed Holsten, Region 10; Charlie McMahon, Southern Station; 

Garth Baxter, Region 4 (retired); Bob Cambell, Canadian Forest Service; 

Alison Corey, Region 4; Mike Rutty, Region 5; Paul Mistretta, Region 8; 
Dave Thomas, Washington Office (Chair); Frank Burch, Washington Office, TM; 


Not Pictured, but in attendance: George Ice, NCASI, Corvallis, Oregon; 
Doug Parker, Region 4 (visitor): 


Unable to attend: Phil Aune, PSW; Ed Monnig, R-1; Doug Stone, NC Station: 
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B. Committee Meeting Notes by Mike Rutty 


[Editors Note: I have left Mike Rutty’s notes, which I slightly modified, as 
he submitted them to me, including his statements concerning the Committee’s 
Charter and Recommendations and Actions of the Committee. I have also included 
my summary on these issues from notes that I took. Please review both to be 
sure that we have captured all of the discussions. Dave Thomas, Chair] 


1994 National Vegetation Management Steering Committee 
June 15, 16, 1994 


Tempe, Arizona 


Attendees: 

Gavrtn Baxter oa. 4 R-4 FPM (retired), Ogden, UT 
Bob: Campberhi co oe +6 Canadian Forest Service, Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario, Canada 
Doug #PaArker f...n.s so R-3, Albuqurque, NM 

Géorges Ice wa. uaa: NCASI (Corvallis, OR.) 
Charlie McMahon ... SO, Auburn, AL 

MIKG@eRULC Yeo. cite Stanislaus NF, Sonora, CA 
Dave Thomas ....... WO, FPM 

Ed sHOLSste ty 2c. R-10, Anchorage, AK 

Paul Mistretta .... R-8, Atlanta, GA 

Frank Burch) 22... WO, TM 

Alison Corey 7660s R-3, FPM, Ogden, UT 


The following are notes I captured: 
Goals to achieve prior to end of day on Thursday. 
1. Review committee scope. 


2. Set meeting objectives 
3. Review regional events, issues etc., as brought forward by the committee 


members. 

4. Review potential for change of scope: include integrated vegetation 
management ? 

5. Discuss lack of National Leadership, consider ways to stimulate support 
by the WO. 


6. FPM looking for ways to generate funds for demonstration projects. 

7. Increase participation by WO in risk communication. 

8. Propose to the WO ways to assist field in use of herbicides (i.e. policy 
and procedures) . : 

9. Vegetation Management and Ecosystem Management. Committee to generate a 
mandate of involvement in ecosystem management. 

10. Seek regional consistency in ecosystem management. 

11. Indicate committee opinions on technology transfer. 

12. Forest Health - State and Private Forestry is staff group for this. Need 

to enhance that role. 
13. Discuss Strategic Plan for Pesticide-Use Management and Coordination. 
14. Discuss the use of and nonuse of herbicides. 
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C. Proposed Revised Committee Charter and Purpose 


Committee Title: National Steering Committee for Managing Vegetation 
within Forest and Range Ecosystems 


Committee Purpose The purpose of this committee is to provide 
recommendations and scope: on an annual basis to the USDA 
Forest Service, Forest Pest Management, Timber Management, 
Range Management, Ecosystems Management, Forest Management 
Research, Wildlife and Fisheries, and Watershed staffs 
that support the safe, effective, economical and 
environmentally sound use of herbicides within the context 
of integrated pest management within Ecosystem Management 
of the anticipated future direction and research needs of 
forest vegetation management. 


The scope of this committee shall include herbicide-use 
Management as it relates to environmental impact and 
documentation, herbicide environmental fate, risk 
assessment, data gaps, herbicide application technology, 
information technology, research needs, and information 
and technology transfer. 


D. Committee Member Reports on Current Vegetation Management Activities 


Charlie McMahon, SO 


(A copy of "The Role of Low Impact Herbicide’s in Ecosystem Management" by 
McMahon, Miller, and Thomas is included in the Appendix.) 


Paul Mistretta, Region 8 - 


Region 8 has a continuous herbicide program, but use has dropped from 150,000 
acres to 71,000 acres in the last few years. Most uses are site preparation 
and plantation release. 


There is a lawsuit pending on the Ouachita, NF to suspend all use of herbicides 
regardless of NEPA. 


Courts have found two documents (a Forest Plan and an herbicide EIS) to be 
acceptable. They are now under appeal. 


There is a movement to not pursue herbicide use on the part of Forests and 
Districts. 


The Region has pesticide applicator certification program which certifies CORs, 
prescribers and users. 
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Due to funding cutbacks the Region was forced to withdraw from Auburn 
University COOP for herbicides this year. The Region is looking for ways to 
get back in. One potential solution is to have the Washington Office join. 


Timber harvests are going from clearcuts to single tree/group cuttings. 


Herbicide applications are selective, with almost none being broadcast 
treatments. 


Region has put together a Spanish safety manual for herbicide applications 
which is almost complete. 


There is no current contract with Labatt-Anderson for risk assessments. Risk 
assessments are needed for R-8 aquatic applications. 


(Region 8’s report is in the Appendix). 


Baxter/Misretta Conversation 


Government (Forest Service) has maximized risk when doing risk assessments 
(yielding overly conservative assessments (i.e., Dermal intake rates (ones not 
known) are being estimated at 10%, and seems too high. An English paper on 
triclopyr showed 1.6%. U.S. has ignored and used 10%. 


FSH 1909 needs revision to reflect reality of herbicide use (i.e. restriction 
of aerial application requiring an EIS; campgrounds use categorical exclusions. 


Research activity: If research is done at a research facility, a categorical 
exclusion can be used. If the same project is done for field research, and is 
done on a National Forest where the responsible official is the District Ranger 
or Forest Supervisor, an EA is required. 


Current plan is to reformat research study plans to meet NEPA. 


Ed Holstein-Region 10 


Competing vegetation in Alaska is mostly a problem in SE Alaska where white 
spruce and coastal spruces come together. Bark beetles are a problem in the 
same area. 


Interior stands are not regenerating following beetle attack or timber harvest. 
Grasses are the biggest problem. 


Some individuals in R-10 do not wish to use herbicides. 


Native Corporations are working with Mike Newton on vegetation management 
techniques for site prep. They are also doing environmental fate studies. 


Ed sees the potential for an increase in herbicide use especially by Native 
Corporations in Alaska. They are limited by the size of available land base in 


Alaska. 
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Doug Parker-Region 3 


The R-3 pinyon/juniper type is in unsatisfactory condition. They have 
experienced soil loss and understory vegetation losses. (Over the western U.S. 
including all small tree/shrub lands there may be 50 million acres). R-3 
pinyon/juniper type there is a 3 million acre need on Forest Service lands 
alone. There is that much more on State and private lands. Fire has not 
proved to be very useful as a treatment since there is little or no ground 
cover to carry a flame. Mechanical methods are considered environmentally 
unacceptable. A willingness to do must be generated at the ground level. 
Herbicides will need to be used for an effective program. There are ongoing 
experiments with application of picloram and tebuthuron on the bole of pinyon 
Or juniper trees. From there it is carried to the root systems by rains. 
Trials to date have all been on private lands. Currently there are efforts 
ongoing to transfer the technology and trials to USFS lands. Benefits are seen 
as being wildlife, soils, and hydrology. There is some NEPA work being done on 
proposed projects. 


(Region 3’s report is in the Appendix). 


Garth Baxter, Region 4 


Garth (retired) is working on a volunteer basis on the committee as a range 
representative. 


Ed Monnig also asked Garth to comment on Region 1 activities, however he 
didn’t receive Ed’s input [Editor’s note: I received Ed’s input and have 
included Region 1’s report in the Appendix]. 


Region 1 treats about 15,000 acres per year with noxious weeds, range 
improvements, rights-of-way, and timber management being the benefiting 
function (in that order of use). 


The Region has 500,000 acres of sagebrush needing management. Fire is not a 
practical tool in these situations. If there is more than 10 to 14% ground 
cover in big sagebrush you lose species diversity. Rabbitbrush is a control 
problem. Herbicides are not effective enough. At about 12% cover of 
sagebrush, rabbitbrush is held in check. These are Garth’s personal 
observations. {But, note the precision, he’s probably pretty much right on 
{MJIR}}. Garth is looking at the potential of thinning sagebrush to achieve 
diverstity and still keeep rabbitbrush in check. University studies show that 
with increased plant diversity, fauna (small animals) diversity also 
increases. One treatment (thinning) with tebuthuron maintains sagebrush 
density for 10 +- years. 


Full kill of sagebrush yields rabbitbrush. Livestock exclosures (dating as far 
back as fifty years) shows that grazing hasn‘t caused loss of other species or 
gain in sagebrush stocking as previously thought. 


Fishlake NF has 150,000 acres in a wildlife/range conflict test management 
area. They are looking at using herbicides to get top kill using 2,4-D in 
aspen to stimulate sprouting for wildlife use. Also looking at thinning 
sagebrush. Aerial applications being used. 
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Garth feels that District Rangers or Forest Supervisors should be able to 
approve herbicide use (for noxious weeds) in wilderness. Would ease timeliness 
of projects and respects expertise of ground personnel. Any change of policy 
would need to be coordinated with the recreation staff in the Washington 
Office. [Editor’s note: This policy change has been coordinated with Recreation 
in the Washington Office and the appropriate manual direction is not being 
changed. The primary reason is due to the complexity of the wilderness 
legislation, and the current national policy on what activities are acceptable 
within wilderness areas]. 


Bob Campbell - Canadian Forest Service, Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario, Canada 


(See Appendix for Bob’s Full Report) 


Frank Burch-TM, Washington Office 


Frank is the new WO overseer of the Forest Service tree nurseries, as well as 
reforestation and timber stand improvement. 


Reforestation needs are nationally declining since start of the decade. The 
budget mirrors that decline. 


TSI needs have been increasing ever since the 1980's. Insufficient National 
budget. Release is the biggest need followed by thinning. There are some 
needs in pruning and fertilization. 


Consolidation of budgets (i.e. TSI, Tree Improvement, etc) will cause increased 
competition for dollars. Some functions will not receive funding. 


Undocumented Workers 


Undocumented workers working on reforestation and TSI projects became an issue 
early last fall after a news reporter asked about the Forest Service employing 
illegal aliens on labor intensive contracts. The reporter had presented proof 
of the use of undocumented workers. Assistant Secretary Lyons installed a 
policy to require WO review/approval of all labor intensive projects prior to 
award. He also required that all avenues of investigation of contractors be 
made prior to the contract packages going to the WO. This involved the 
Department of Labor and the Small Business Administration. This added 
approximately 60-days to the procurement of labor intensive contracts. A 
database was generated to identify contractors with whom Department of Labor 
and/or Forest Service had previous problems. Many programs were impacted but 
in the long run most projects were resolved acceptably. We expect to have to 
live with this for at least the next 2-years. 


Even after all the effort that went into this, the Border Patrol still picked 
up 130 illegals in Utah, on a government project, with counterfeit green cards. 


Mike Rutty, Stanislaus NF, Region 5 - see Mike’s notes in the Appendix 





04 @fdh oi blyote Saeanves ged veote’d to etepaad 29) vIelG Sans Ble) nae 
geantiens: bes Bleck Akerbebile oh (eteew agolvon 249!) sey beste red ayosq ie 
yotiog fo a,cato vA 3. ipiiieexag ORuedp 40>. 98s ites <ttiegest tae WIIS{ Og ie 
pogprises et7 nd 32458-Gslsetoe4 sg Hg Ff otnabiane> 86.30. bebn > lo ocw 
sokSagueed ih). Weten btces mer! sau 2 .6ns 2 i ing aieT s3on o 443759). . 2a! tte 
guied de wi adidoecih feunem aThdxqotcgqe BIJ, bie swe rostnialseW sts fer 
enecreliliw oft bo “lteetgmoe 44) of sublal pices \aenirg, a6? -bepcarto 
eldasqe>of #)e geeaty-. ») detlt ao Poi log Teoorlau. snetsue eit hoe stot 34 fecal 
lusaaa ee eersehlsw misi> bw 


shared ,Gb@edmO ,Si78UM 1.6436 flweaq ,soLivies geertot detbenkn - Lladens? doe 


poo 


qwipdos wt 2'doe rol =tbhusquA sec; 
997230 qoJpnidesW .Mi-tome Aner 
es ifsw @& esitensur sets solvxa! jected ef) So 13¢e5075 Of wah Sat et Ast 


“Hamevorgnr foaje ssamld Baa roLsgvesiel oa 


eft .ehehn® ofS Io duete sonie erinsloeh ylisnSrsan o76 Booen toi jhsdatoles 
on italy 342 wtostiayecbint 


Lawenes £ ‘caW sueiokytwentl 9 .=°05°% sac some sav onbeaevoni ose ov GL, shesly rer 
ones SiG exedT polnatds yo tewolle? been Jeepgid.edy of Shut lok ee. 
fo: ge tli isa? one Onda, mk a 


Begeetoni Snveo iiiw (959 Jnseseosymt soeT fet 4a. 2) esaghund to ng ‘ole 
poli? 2vievet gon [liw enoldamw? smot .ezsiieb act apt 














esk20" hegr 


evesi me tained atysi 92 ay Bet bie ooidasgeszeies mo cheba sess B 
padyo late g>ivawe Sasol sil twee bedee abJueger 2 atts Lhe 
Scot bazesuwng ber cera. gon at s798a sn ue Sted 14s) 
B bellajgeg) somg~i yetaeaoes sngqekoan naar 
O89 tabtg S9pstove sViswetal qoet fie To levoine 
oe ye I> cafidel; evn 40 HeuiteyS od a 
= Ode Revived Bat 4S e 
m Pies +4 ehar mek: 












George Ice, NCASI, Corvallis, Oregon 


George has been involved in water monitoring of applications of herbicides, 
fungicides, and insecticides. On 7 sites none had exceeded EPA standards 
except on one Christmas tree Farm. The State (Washington) concluded that the 
labels were violated on all applications since some material was detection even 
though well under the EPA standards. (See Appendix) 


Region 5 - See John Fiske’s comments in Appendix 


Dave Thomas, FPM, WO 


There is a role for Forest Pest Management in National Forest vegetation 
management programs. Dave Thomas has been reassigned to the Washington Office 
vegetation management position. 


Larry Elworth is a political appointee as a Special Assistant for Pesticide 
Policy to Assistant Secretary Lyons. The Washington Office has established a 
good working relationship with Larry. 


Proposed USDA strategy on Integrated Pest Management: The new USDA IPM 
strategy should not have a negative impact on the Forest Service. The goal of 
a bill brought forward by the current Administration, which prompted the new 
USDA strategy, is 75% of all agricultural lands be utilize integrated pest 
management by the year 2000. The Forest Service has had an Intergrated Pest 
Management policy since 1979 when President Carter issued an Executive Order. 


There is a long term strategy to change the National Pesticide Use Report to 
include more information than just the number of acres and pounds of active 
ingredient. There will be changes in the 1994 report. 


The WO (and the committee) is concerned about the lack of line officer support 
of pesticide use and are going to take action. 


EPA worker protection standards. There will be a lot of exemptions for 
forestry applications. Changes are currently being coordinated by the WO with 
EPA. 


Endangered Species Act enforcement and pesticide labeling, we will continue 
with consultations. The Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have met 
to coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 


The National Vegetation Management Steering Committee membership is being 
expanded to try to include representatives from all potential players (i.e. 
Watershed, Fire, Range, etc.). The goal for the committee is to continue, but 
the revise the charter of the committee to be more meaningful. 
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Joan Comanor is the new Deputy Chief for State and Private Forestry. She has 
stated her support for the pesticide program of the Forest Service, and has 
stated that we have to work harder to resolve the image that pesticides 
currently have. 


There are five positions in FPM in the Washington Office Pesticide-Use, 
Management and Coordination group. Three positions are currently vacant. 
Current plan is to try an attempt to fill 2 of those positions soon. 


There are nine FPM steering committees. Dave will provide our group with a 
list of the committees and what their focus is. 


II. RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTIONS - Priorities for Committee 
A. Committee Actions: 


A list of recommendations for committee action was generated. 
Refocus of the scope of the committee- broadened to include IPM. 
Restate the committee’s purpose. 
Discussion of funding sources for trials and tech transfer. 
Broadening of membership base. 

Ecosystems Management (i.e. Gene Lassard) 

Watershed and Air 


Mm kk WN EF 


Dave needs to touch with Val Chambers of the Public Affairs Staff concerning a 
recent issue that surfaced concerning the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) 
relating to outside agency advisors on the committee. [Editors note: I have 
included detailed information on FACA in the appendix. FPM is determining the 
best approach to use for adhereing to FACA. FPM will request an opinion from 
oGcC through the Deputy Chief, State and Private Forestry. 


Brief discussion on continued existence of the National Vegetation Management 
Steering Committee. Gist of it was continue so long as we're being effective, 
and assigned tasks have due dates. 


B. Recommendations/Actions - High, Medium, and Low Priorities 
High Priority Action Items 


1. Clarify FACA regulations - Dave Thomas within 2-weeks. 


2. Committee Charter - done. Dave to coordinate with the WO and clarify 
the charter. We should review annually and make sure we're on track. 


3. National Policy - Reaffirm National Policy and support for use of 
pesticides in Ecosystem Management. Risk communication needs to be done 
first. Reisssue FSM 2150 and FSH 2109.14 with a cover letter from the Chief. 
Dave considering contracting for a program to present to line officers 
supporting pesticide use and risk communication. Murrill Nisbet Associates 
might be a suitable such contractor. 
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4. A white paper on the "Role of Herbicides in Ecosystem Management" 
issued by the WO was suggested. The WO has already indicated a need for and 
agreed to do. Dave Thomas and Frank Burch have agreed to collaborate on this. 
Dave has an outline started already. There were suggestions to present at the 
next National Silvicultural Workshop (New Mexico) and in California at the 
Forest Vegetation Management Conference. 

5. Risk communication. Dave/committee see as best being: 

a. A presentation to the leadership forum for WO and Regional Forester’s 

b. Contract formal presentations to Forest Supervisors and District 

Rangers on the use of pesticides and risk communication. 

c. All resource levels need to hear this message. 

6. Forest Pest Management role is not currently perceieved as a 
problem. Dave to reevaluate FSH 2109.14 and FSM 2150 concerning the wilderness 
approval authority. 


7. Technology Development Program. Dave has notes and is to restate the 
statement. 


8. Bob Campbell is the subcommittee herbicide monitoring database. 


9. International Partnerships ongoing. 


Medium Priority Action Items 


1. Herbicide application training, doing, and the Strategic Planning Plan 
calls for evaluations. 


2. NAPIAP. The completed studies need to be distributed. 


3. Long term monitoring. Should be moved to the research need list. 


Low Priority Action Items 


1. National Forest Service versus Private use of herbicides-merged into a 
high priority item. 


2. Ecological risk assessment. This has White House interest. 

3. A strategic plan for the committee. We probably need to do it, but 
some other items need to occur first. (i.e. committee purpose statement, "Role 
of Herbicides in Ecosystem Management" etc., risk communication strategy.) 

C. Proposed Committee Representation: 


USDA Forest Service 


Research 
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Forest Environmental Research 
Forest Management Research 
National Forest Systems 
Timber Management 

Range Management 

Fisheries and Wildlife 
Watershed and Air Management 
Ecosystem Management 

State and Private Forestry 
Forest Pest Management 
Timber Industry 


Utility Company 


State Forester 
Forestry Canada 


National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement 
(NCAST) 


Potential Funding Sources: 
National Agricultural Pesticide Impact Assessment Program funds (NAPIAP) 
Technology Development funds (FPM) 
Forest Service Research funds 
Program Area funding (i.e. specific staff funding) 
Cooperative Studies 
Administrative Studies 
D. Committee Member Reports (enclosed in Appendix A). 


E. Federal Advisory Committee Act (enclosed in Appendix B). 


F. RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS 


High Priority 


1. Determine if the Steering Committee is in violation of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act of 1977 (FACA). High Priority. Responsible person: 
Dave Thomas, FPM, WO [See Appendix B] 
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2. Write briefing paper on "The Role of Herbicides in Ecosystem 
Management": FPM and TM will take the lead. Responsible persons: Frank 
Burch, TM, WO, and Dave Thomas, FPM, WO Very High Priority. 


3. Discuss and make recommendations to the Director of Forest Pest 
Management the role of the National Vegetation Management Steering 
Committee. Very High Priority Responsible person: Dave Thomas, FPM, WO 


4. Redefine committee purpose and charter. High Priority. Accomplished 


5. Review Forest Pest Management’s authority’s outlined in the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act, as amended. Determine if vegetation management 
can be considered for Technology Development funding. Very High Priority. 
Responsible person: Dave Thomas, FPM, WO; entire steering committee. 

Action needed: Coordinate with Director, Forest Pest Management and Budget 
Analyst, FPM, WO; Responsible person: Dave Thomas, FPM, WO 


6. Risk Communication: A critical item identified unanimously by the 
steering committee was the need for a National effort for better risk 
communication, both internally and externally! Throughout the Forest 
Service, there appears to be a lack of concensus supporting the use of 
herbicides in managing unwanted vegetation. Many line officers support 
their use, but many do not, primarily due to the extreme adverse reaction 
anticipated from the public and the threat of appeals and litigation. 
There is also a concensus that there is a lack of public understanding of 
the risks and benefits associated with the use of herbicides. The role of 
herbicides in the context of Ecosystem Management needs to be clearly 
identified, for internal and external use. Additionally, risk 
communication needs to be identified as a critical need Nationally, and an 
appropriate action plan be developed and accomplished in a relatively short 
time frame. The use of outside organizations (i.e. contractors) 
specializing in risk communication is highly recommended. The need for a 
clear statement of National direction on the use of herbicides in the 
context of Ecosystem Management reiterated by the Chief of the Forest 
Service. Very High Priority. Responsible person: Dave Thomas, FPM, WO, 
with coordination Nationally with Forest Pest Management and Regional 
Foresters and Station Directors. 


7. Review current list of existing registration and reregistration data 
gaps, and develop National priorities for filling the data gaps with NAPIAP 
grant funding. Very High Priority. Responsible staff: Forest Pest 
Management, Washington Office. 


8. Due to lack of funding, Region 8 has dropped out of the Auburn 
Vegetation Management Cooperative. It was suggested that this is an 
important cooperative with much good vegetation management research being 
accomplished. It was suggested that the Washington Office rejoin this | 
cooperative, and coordinate Nationally the needs in vegetation management 
research. High Priority. Responsible person: Dave Thomas, FPM, WO. 
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9. Establish partnerships in vegetation management with Canada, State 
Foresters and private industry to share information on vegetation 
management research needs, new information or research in vegetation 
management, herbicide efficacy, application technology and herbicide safety 
issues. High Priority. Responsibility: Continuing and ongoing effort. 


10. The National Vegetation Management Steering Committee needs to develop 
and produce a strategic plan as to the future of the committee. High 
Priority. Responsibility: National Vegetation Management Steering 
Committee. Timeframe: Accomplish during next annual meeting. 


Medium Priority 


1. Determine the need for and provide national level herbicide-use 
training. Responsibility: Forest Pest Management, Washington Office 


2. Distribute the previous results NAPIAP studies pertinent to the field 
in the areas of herbicide fate, efficacy and toxicolgy. Responsibility: 
Forest Pest Management, Washington Office. 


3. Develop mechanisms for information exchange among Regions, Stations, 
Northeastern Area and the Washington Office. Examples would include NAPIAP 
summaries, Pesticide Advisory Memorandums, Pesticide Timely Tips and the 
Annual Pesticide Coordinator meeting. Responsibility: Forest Pest 
Management, Washington Office. 


Low Priority 


No items were considered low priority. 


Sub-committees 





Previously, two sub-committees were appointed as part of the National 
Vegetation Management Steering Committee. 


1. Vegetation Management Monitoring Database Sub-Committee 
Bob Cambell, Canadian Forest Service, Chair 


"The sub-committe will address the need for a database of environmental and 
efficacy data generated by herbicide projects. Operational and other 
projects provide opportunities to capture and archive data that are useful 
for a number of purposes including environmental documentation and 
technology development. For data to be meaningful, its generation, 
collection and storage needs a protocol and consistency. The initial 
charge of the sub-committee is to outline and approach to establishing a 
database that includes criterion to be followed and to be reported by 
project people who are willing to participate. (Source: 1992 Steering 
Committee Notes) 
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2. Worker Exposure Sub-Committe 

Ed Monnig, Region 1, Chair 

"The sub-committee will review the literature and produce an annotated 
bibliography, identify worker exposure data gaps, and draft recommendations 
for committee review. This assignment should be completed by December, 


[1994]. The date previously stated December, 1993, so I changed it to 1994. 
(Source: 1992 Steering Committee Notes) 


RESEARCH NEEDS IN VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 


1. Post herbicide treatment residue studies in vegetation. 


2. Risk communication - how can we best reach our public, both internally and 
externally. 


3. Effects of competing vegetation within other resource areas - the effect on 
biodiversity, 


4. Develop an effective vegetation management data base. 


5. Worker exposure studies associated with herbicide application - data gaps 
exists. 


6. Development and evaluation of inexpensive technology for monitoring 
pesticide residues. 


7. The incorporation of global positioning systems (GPS) in aerial herbicide 
applications. 


8. Risk assessment for non-chemical vegetation management (i.e. fire, manual 
cutting, mechanical removal, etc.). 


9. The need to identify successful vegetation management programs and 
projects, including outside agencies, such as the Nature Conservancy. 


10. Improve decision support systems (i.e. expert system). [Editors note: I 
was sure exactly what was meant by this statement] 


11. Development of "weed guides" (i.e. "Weeds of the West"). 


12. Research results versus NEPA requirements - are there barriers and 
conflicts with policy? 


13. Develop a computer based system that will assist in evaluating site 
specific pesticide treatment risk assessments. 


14. Identify long term economic benefits of herbicide applications. 


15. Data gaps exists in dermal penetration studies. 
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16. Development of national protocols for sampling pesticide residues. 


17. Data needs in non-target impacts associated with pesticide-use. 


18. Evaluation of inexpensive water quality monitoring (i.e. bioassay kits). 


ADDRESSES OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS 


David F. Thomas, Chair 
USDA, Forest Service 

FPM, AB-2S _ 

P.O. Box 96090 

Washington D.C. 20090-6090 


Dr. Robert Cambell 

Forest Pest Management Institute 
Box 490 

Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
Canada, P6A 5M7 


Dr. Charlie McMahon 

G. W. Andrews Forestry Science Laboratory 
Devall Street 

Auburn University, Alabama 36849 


Paul Mistretta 

Southern Region 

1720 Peachtree Road, N.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30367 


Jim Olivarez 
Northern Region 
P.O. Box 7669 
Missoula, MT 59807 


Ed Holsten 

Alaska Region 

330L8"C" Street 

P.O. Box 21 

Anchorage, AK 99503-3356 


Garth Baxter, Region 4 (Retired) 


1130 East 1674 
North Ogden, UT 84414 


16 


Frank Burch 

USDA, Forest Service 

™, AB-3SW 

P.O. Box 96090 

Washington D.C. 20090-6090 


Mike Rutty 

Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenlet Road 
Sonora, California 95370 


Phil Aune 

Silviculture Laboratory 
2400 Washington Avenue 
Redding, California 96001 


Ed Monnig 
Northern Region 
P.O. Box 7669 
Missoula, MT 59807 


Dr. George Ice 

Research Forest Hydrologist 
National Council of the Paper 
Industry for Air and Stream 
Improvement 

P.O. Box 458 

Corvallis, OR 97339 


Doug Stone 

Forestry Sciences Laboratory 
1831 Highway 169 E. 

Grand Rapids, MN 55744 
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IV. AGENDA 





1994 National Vegetation Management Steering Committee 
June 15 - 16, 1994 





























Radisson Hotel 
Tempe, Arizonia 


(602) 894-1400 
(602) 894-8628 (FAX) 
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Agenda 
National Vegetation Mangement Steering Committee 
June 15-16, 1994 

Radisson Hotel, Tempe, Arizonia 
Wednesday, June 15, 1994 
0800 - 0815 Welcome and Introductions Dave Thomas, Chairperson 
0815 - 0900 Meeting Objectives: Committee to Define All 
Proposed Meeting Objective: Review previous role of the National Vegetation 
Management Steering Committee; review minutes from previous meetings; review 
Forest Pest Managements authority’s in the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act 
fo 1978, as amended by the 1990 Farm Bill; Regional Reports - What are the 
Regions, Research Stations and NE Area, Canada doing in Vegetation Management?; 
Define the role and future of the National Vegetation Management Steering 
Committee; Develop a new charter for the committee; Set meeting dates for 1995. 
0900 - 0915 Develop Final Agenda All 
1000 - 1030 Break 
1030 - 1200 Continue With Agenda All 
1200 - 1300 Lunch (On your own) 
1300 - 1700 Continue With Agenda All 
1700 Break for the day 
Thursday, June 16, 1994 


0800 1000 Continue with agenda All 


1000 - 1030 Break 
1030 - 1200 Continue with agenda All 
1200 - 1300 Lunch 


1300 - 1630 Continue with agenda pein 


1630 1700 Summarize meeting/Critique All 
Friday, June 17, 1994 


Travel Home - Have a safe trip! 
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MESSAGE DISPLAY FOR DAVE THOMAS 
i. Vegetation Mgmt. 


’ 


rom: Dave Thomas Host: WO1C 
Sstmark: May 25,94 8:29 AM Delivered: May 25,94 8:29 AM 
Status: Previously read 


subject: Steering Committee 


Bs saase. 


je have received confirmation for our planned Vegetation Management 
pteering Committee meeting scheduled for June 15 and 16 at the 
Baisson Hotel in Tempe, Arizonia (i.e. Phoenix). Their phone number 
“TS (800) 547-8705 or (602) 894-1400. A block of rooms has been 
ceserved and the government rate is $55.83 plus tax for a total of 

1.00. I plan to start at 0800 on the June 15 and end at 1700 on 

e 16. I have a meeting at the Deputy Secretary’s office in a few 
linutes, but will put together an agenda, meeting objectives, 

pectations, etc. tomorrow. I look forward to meeting with you to 
Mpocus on vegetation management issues that we are dealing with now 
and in the future. 


Ba BSB SB SBS SB 2S SS 3S 
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MESSAGE DISPLAY FOR DAVE THOMAS 


° Vegetation Mgmt. 


*rom: Dave Thomas Host: WO1C 
Ostmark: May 19,94 3:54 pM Delivered: May 19,94 3:54 PM 
egcatus: Previously read 


subject: Meeting 






essage: 


t’ve heard back from most everyone and have decided to go ahead and 
} the committee together as I proposed on June 15 and 16 in 


oenix, Arizonia. I will put everything together concerning details 

d will try to talk to each of you before we meet. I’m aware that a 
few won’t be able to make it, but such would be the case on any other 

te. Details will follow early next week when the hotel confirms our 
eting room. 










Dave Thomas, Chairperson 
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United States Forest 
Department of Service 
Agriculture 


Washington 14th & Independence sw 
Office P.O. Box 96090 


Washington, DC 20090-6090 


ee eee Se a 


Reply to: 2150 Date: 
Subject: National Vegetation Management Steering Committee 
To: Regional Foresters, Station Directors 


In 1988, the Chief established the National Vegetation Management Steering 
Committee. The purpose of this committee is to provide recommendations on an 
annual basis to the Washington Office that support safe, effective, 
economical, and environmentally sound use of pesticides in managing 
vegetation. The scope of this committee includes herbicide-use management as 
it relates to environmental impact, herbicide environmental fate, risk 
assessments, herbicide application technology, training, information 
databases, and information and technology transfer. 


The current composition of the committee is as follows: 


Phil Aune 
Jack Barry 
Garth Baxter 
Jim Brown 
Bob Cambell 


George Ice 
Charlie McMahon 
Ed Monnig 

Mike Rutty 

Dave Thomas 


Ed Holstein 
Paul Mistretta 
Jim Olivarez 
Frank Burch 
Doug Stone 


USFS/PSW (Redding, CA) 

WO/FPM (Davis, CA) 

R-4/FPM (Ogden, UT) 

R-8/FPM (Atlanta, GA) 

Forestry Canada (Sault Ste. Marie, 
Ontario, Canada) 

NCASI (Corvallis, OR) 

SO (Auburn, AL) 

R-1/FPM Missoula, MT) 

R-5, Stanislaus NF (Sonora, CA) 
WO/FPM (Washington, DC) 
(Formerly R-5, Eldorado NF) 
R-10, Anchorage, Al 

R-8, Atlanta, GA 

R-1, RGE, Missoula,MT 

wo, TM, Washington, DC 

North Central Station, Mn 


Due to recent changes in personnel and work assignments, I am assigning Dave 
Thomas, WO/FPM, as the Chairperson for this important committee. In addition, 
there is an additional need to expand the membership slightly to include field 
personnel who are actively working in vegetation management. We would like 
one individual from the field of Range Management and one individual from. 
Timber Management. Also, we would like to invite participation from Range 
Management, Timber Management, Watershed and Air Management and Wildlife and 


Fisheries from the Washington Office. 


Please submit the names, address 


(including "DG" address) and a brief 


background of individuals who would be interested in serving on this committee 
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to Dave Thomas, Forest Pest Management Staff by Jun# 8, 1993. Dave can be 
reached at “20260551660 foe D.Thomas:WO01C. 
The next meeting of the steering committee is planned for December, 1993. The 


specific meeting details and agenda will be sent to the committee members in 
November, 1993, 


JAMES L. SPACE 
Director of Forest 
Pest Management 


ec: 
Director, Range Management, WO 

Director, Timber Management, WO 

Director, Wildlife and Fisheries, wo 
Director, Watershed and Air Management, WO 
Committee Members 
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Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 


* Act of July 1, 1978 (P.L. 95-313, 92 Stat. 365 as amended; 16 U.S.C. 
2101(note), 2101-2103, 2103a, 2103b, 2104-2105) 


Note—This Act was amended 
by P.L. 100-418 to add Sec- 
tion 15 (redesignated as Sec- 
tion 18 by P.L. 100-418); 
amended by P.L. 101-624, 
Title XII, to add new sections 
and change some existing sec- 
tions, by P.L. 101-513 to con- 
form with international provi- 
sions of the International For- 
estry Cooperation Act of 1990, 
and by P.L. 102-237 to make 
some technical amendments. 


Short Title 


Sec. 1. This Act may be cited as 
the "Cooperative Forestry Assistance 
Act of? 1978S) (16 BUISiC: 
2101 (note)) 


Findings, Purpose, and Policy 


Sec. 2. (a) Findings.—Congress 
finds that— 

(1) most of the productive 
forest land of the United States is in 
private, State, and local governmen- 
tal ownership, and the capacity of 
the United States to produce renew- 
able forest resources is significantly 
dependent on such _ non-Federal 
forest lands; 

(2) adequate supplies of timber 
and other forest resources are essen- 
tial to the United States, and ade- 
quate supplies are dependent on 
efficient methods for establishing, 
managing, and harvesting trees and 
processing, marketing, and using 
wood and wood products; 

(3) nearly one-half of the 
wood supply of the United States 
comes from nonindustrial private 
timberlands and such percentage 


could rise with expanded assistance 
programs; 

(4) managed forest lands pro- 
vide habitats for fish and wildlife, as 
well as aesthetics, outdoor recreation 
Opportunities, and other forest re- 
sources; 

(5) the soil, water, and air 
quality of the United States can be 
maintained and improved through 
good stewardship of privately held 
forest resources; 

(6) insects and diseases affect- 
ing trees occur and sometimes cre- 
ate emergency conditions on all 
land, whether Federal or non-Feder- 
al, and efforts to prevent and control 
such insects and diseases often 
require coordinated action by both 
Federal and non-Federal land man- 
agers; 

- (7) fires in rural areas threaten 
human lives, property, forests and 
other resources,: and Federal-State 
cooperation in forest fire protection 
has proven effective and valuable; 

(8) trees and forests are of 
great environmental and economic 
value to urban areas; 

(9) managed forests contribute 
to improving the quality, quantity, 
and timing of water yields that are 
of broad benefit to society; 

(10) over half the forest lands 
of the United States are in need of 
some type of conservation treat- 
ment; 

(11) forest landowners are 
being faced with increased pressure 
to convert their forest land to devel- 
opment and other purposes; 

(12) increased population 
pressures and user demands are 
being placed on private, as well as 
public, landholders to provide a 
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(3) Construction.—Notwith- 
Standing any provision of State law, 
conservation easements shall be 
construed to effect the Federal pur- 
poses for which they were acquired 
and, in interpreting their terms, there 
Shall be no presumption favoring the 
conservation easement holder or fee 
owner. 

(1) Appropriation.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to c 
out this section. (16 U.S.C. 2103c) 


Forest Health Protection 


Sec. 8. (a) In General.—The 
Secretary may protect trees and 
forests and wood products, stored 
wood, and wood in use directly on 
the National Forest System and, in 
cooperation with others, on other 
lands in the United States, from 
natural and man-made causes, to— 

(1) enhance the growth and 
maintenance of trees and forests; 

(2) promote the stability of 
forest-related industries and employ- 
ment associated therewith through 
the protection of forest resources; 

(3) aid in forest fire prevention 
and control; 

(4) conserve forest cover on 
watersheds, shelterbelts, and wind- 
breaks; 

(5) protect outdoor recreation 
opportunities and other forest re- 
sources; and 

(6) extend timber supplies by 
protecting wood products, stored 
wood, and wood in use. 

(b) Activities—Subject to sub- 
sections (c), (d), and (e) and to such 
other conditions the Secretary may 
prescribe, the Secretary may, direct- 
ly on the National Forest System, in 
cooperation with other Federal de- 
partments on other Federal lands, 
and in cooperation with State forest- 
ers, or equivalent State officials, 
subdivisions of States, agencies, 
institutions, organizations, or indi- 
viduals on non-Federal lands— 


(1) conduct surveys to detect 
and appraise insect infestations and 
disease conditions and man-made 
stresses affecting trees and establish 
a monitoring system throughout the 
forests of the United States to deter- 
mine detrimental changes or im- 
provements that occur over time, 
and report annually concerning such 
surveys and monitoring; 

(2) determine the biological, 
chemical, and mechanical measures 
necessary to prevent, retard, control, 
or suppress incipient, potential, 
threatening, or emergency insect 
infestations and disease conditions 
affecting trees; 

(3) plan, organize, direct, and 
perform measures the Secretary 
determines necessary to prevent, 
retard, control, or suppress incipient, 
potenual, threatening, or emergency 
insect infestations and disease epi- 
demics affecting trees; 

(4) provide technical informa- 
tion, advice, and related assistance 
on the various techniques available 
to maintain a healthy forest and in 
managing and coordinating the use 
of pesticides and other toxic sub- 
Stances applied to trees and other 
vegetation, and to wood products, 
stored wood, and wood in use; 

(5) develop applied technology 
and conduct pilot tests of research 
results prior to the full-scale appli- 
cation of such technology in affect- 
ed forests; 

(6) promote the implementa- 
tion of appropriate silvicultural or 
management techniques that may 
improve or protect the health of the 
forests of the United States; and 

(7) take any other actions the 
Secretary determines necessary to 
accomplish the objectives and pur- 
poses of this section. 

(c) Consent of Entity —Opera- 
tions under this section to prevent, 
retard, control, or suppress insects 
or diseases affecting forests and 
trees on land not controlled or ad- 
ministered by the Secretary shall not 
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be conducted without the consent, 
cooperation, and participation of the 
entity having ownership of or juris- 
diction over the affected land. 

(d) Contribution by Entity —No 
money appropriated to implement 
this section shall be expended to 
prevent, retard, control, or suppress 
insects or diseases affecting trees on 
non-Federal land until the entity 
having ownership of or jurisdiction 
over the affected land contributes, or 
agrees to contribute, to the work to 
be done in the amount and in the 
manner determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. 

(e) Allotments to Other 
Agencies.—The Secretary may, in 
the Secretary’s discretion, and out of 
any money appropriated to imple- 
ment this section, make allocations 
to Federal agencies having jurisdic- 
tion over lands held or owned by 
the United States in the amounts the 
Secretary determines necessary to 
prevent, retard, control, or suppress 
insect infestations and disease epi- 
demics affecting trees on those 
lands. 

(f) Limitation on Use of Appro- 
priations.— 

(1) Removing dead trees.—No 
amounts appropriated shall be used 
to— 

(A) pay the cost of felling 
and removing dead or dying trees 
unless the Secretary determines that 
such actions are necessary to pre- 
vent the spread of a major insect 
infestation or disease epidemic 
severely affecting trees; or 

(B) compensate for the 
value of any property injured, dam- 
aged, or destroyed by any cause. 

(2) Insects and diseases affect- 
ing trees.—The Secretary may pro- 
cure materials and equipment neces- 
Sary to prevent, retard, control, or 
suppress insects and diseases affect- 
ing trees without regard to section 
3709 of the Revised Statutes (41 
U.S.C. 5), under whatever proce- 
dures the Secretary may prescribe, if 


the Secretary determines that such 
action is necessary and in the public 
interest. 

(g) Partnerships.—The Secretary, 
by contract or cooperative agree- 
ment, may provide financial assis- 
tance through the Forest Service to 
State foresters or equivalent State 
officials, and private forestry and 
other organizations, to monitor 
forest health and protect the forest 
lands of the United States. The 
Secretary shall require contribution 
by the non-Federal entity in the 
amount and in the manner deter- 
mined appropriate. Such non-Fed- 
eral share may be in the form of 
cash, services, or equipment, as 
determined appropriate by the Sec- 
retary. 

(h) Authorization of Appropri- 
ations.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated annually such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out sub- 
sections (a) through (g). 

Manage- 


(1) Integrated Pest 
ment.— 

(1) In general.—Subject to the 
provisions of subsections (c) and 
(e), the Secretary shall, in coopera- 
tion with State foresters or equiva- 
lent State officials, subdivisions of 
States, or other entities on non-Fed- 
eral lands (hereafter in this subsec- 
tion referred to as the "coopera- 
tor" }— 

(A) provide cost-share assis- 
tance to such cooperators who have 
established an acceptable integrated 
pest management strategy, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, that will 
prevent, retard, control, or suppress 
gypsy moth, southern pine beetle, 
spruce budworm infestations, or 
other major insect infestations in an 
amount no less than SO percent nor 
greater than 75 percent of the cost 
of implementing such strategy; and 

(B) upon request, assist the 
cooperator in the development of 
such integrated pest management 
strategy. 
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(2) Authorization of 
appropriations.—There are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated annu- 
ally $10,000,000 to implement this 
Subsection. (16 U.S.C. 2104) 


Urban and Community Forestry 
Assistance 


Sec. 9. (a) Findings.—The Con- 
gress finds that— 

(1) the health of forests in 
urban areas and communities, in- 
Cluding cities, their suburbs, and 
towns, in the United States is on the 
decline; 

(2) forest lands, shade trees, 
and open spaces in urban areas and 
communities improve the quality of 
life for residents; 

(3) forest lands and associated 
natural resources enhance the eco- 
nomic value of residential and com- 
mercial property in urban and com- 
munity settings; 

(4) urban trees are 15 times 
more effective than forest trees at 
reducing the buildup of carbon 
dioxide and aid in promoting energy 
conservation through mitigation of 
the heat island effect in urban areas; 

(5) tree plantings and ground 
covers such as low growing dense 
perennial turfgrass sod in urban 
areas and communities can aid in 
reducing carbon dioxide emissions, 
mitigating the heat island effect, and 
reducing energy consumption, thus 
contributing to efforts to reduce 
global warming trends; 

(6) efforts to encourage tree 
plantings and protect existing open 
spaces in urban areas and communi- 
ties can contribute to the social 
well-being and promote a sense of 
community in these areas; and 

(7) strengthened _ research, 
education, technical assistance, and 
public information and participation 
in tree planting and maintenance 
programs for trees and complemen- 
tary ground covers for urban and 
community forests are needed to 


provide for the protection and ex- 
pansion of tree cover and open 
space in urban areas and communi- 
ties. 

(b) Purposes.—The purposes of 
this section are to— 

(1) improve understanding of 
the benefits of preserving existing 
tree cover in urban areas and com- 
munities; 

(2) encourage owners of pri- 
vate residences and commercial 
properties to maintain trees and 
expand forest cover on their proper- 
ties; 

(3) provide education programs 
and technical assistance to State and 
local organizations (including com- 
munity associations and schools) in 
maintaining forested lands and indi- 
vidual trees in urban and community 
settings and identifying appropriate 
tree species and sites for expanding 
forest cover; 

(4) provide assistance through 
competitive matching grants award- 
ed to local units of government, 
approved organizations that meet the 
requirements of section 501(c)(3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
or other local community tree vol- 
unteer groups, for urban and com- 
munity forestry projects; 

(5) implement a tree planting 
program to complement urban and 
community tree maintenance and 
Open space programs and to reduce 
carbon dioxide emissions, conserve 
energy, and improve air quality in 
addition to providing other environ- 
mental benefits; 

(6) promote the establishment 
of demonstration projects in selected 
urban and community settings to 
illustrate the benefits of maintaining 
and creating forest cover and trees; 

(7) enhance the technical skills 
and understanding of sound tree 
maintenance and §arboricultural 
practices including practices involv- 
ing the cultivation of trees, shrubs 
and complementary ground covers, 
of individuals involved in the plan- 
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INTRODUCTION 


The third meeting of the National Steering Committee for Management of 
Vegetation on Forest and Range Lands met at Davis, CA, December 1-2, 1992. 


A. Committee Members Attending 


Phil Aune USFS/PSW (Redding, CA) 

Jack Barry WO/FPM (Davis, CA) 

Garth Baxter R-4/FPM (Ogden, UT) 

Jim Brown R-8/FPM (Atlanta, GA) 

Bob Campbell Forestry Canada (Sault Ste. Marie, ON) — 
Jesus A. Cota WO/FPM (Washington, DC) 
George Ice NCASI (Corvallis, OR) 

Charlie McMahon SO (Auburn, AL) 

Ed Monnig * R-1/FPM (Missoula, MT) 

Doug Parker WO/FPM (Washington, DC) 

Mike Rutty Stanislaus NF (Sonora,CA) 
Dave Thomas Eldorado NF (Placerville, CA) 


Complete addresses are provided in Appendix D. 
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Proposal of a Committee Charter 


Committee Title: National Steering Committee for Managing 
Vegetation on Forest and Range Lands 


Committee Purpose: The purpose of this committee is to provide 
recommendations on an annual basis to the USDA 
Forest) Service, Washington Office staffs that 
support safe, effective, economical, and 
environmentally sound use of pesticides. 


Committee Scope: The scope of this committee shall include 
herbicide-use management as it relates to 
environmental impact and documentation, herbicide 
environmental fate, risk assessment, herbicide 
application technology, training, information 
databases, and information and technology 
transfer. 


Proposed Committee Representation: 
USDA Forest Service 
Forest Environmental Research Staff 
Forest Management Research 
National Forest System - Timber Management, Range 
Management, Watershed and Air Management, Wildlife 
& Fisheries 


Forest Pest Management 


Forest alndustry 
r 


State Forestry 
Utility Industry 
Funding Sources: Projects, studies, and tests recommended by this 
committee and approved by Washington Office 


should be funded by the Staff or/and manager 
receiving direct benefits. 


Committee Member Reports 


Committee member reports are enclosed in (Appendix A). 
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS 
A. Recommendations 
Recommendations are categorized by high, medium and low priority. 
High Priority 
1. Committee Charter 
Approve committee charter as outlined in Paragraph 1.B. 


2. National Policy 


Reaffirm National Forest Service policy and support of herbicides as a 
tool in ecosystem management. 


3. FPM's Herbicide Role 


Clarify WO/FPM's role in herbicide-use management. Although this is 
addressed in FSH 2109.14 there appears to be confusion on this point. 


4. Ecosystem Management 


Evaluate role of herbicides in ecosystem management. 
5. Risk Communications 


Develop a nationally coordinated effort on how to communicate risk 
to the public and employees. 


6. Technology Development Program 


Include herbicide application technology in the WO/FPM technology 
development program with funding contributions from benefiting 
staffs e.g. Range, Timber, Wildlife, and Recreation. 


7. Herbicide Monitoring Data Base 


Develop a database to monitor efficacy and environmental impact 
of herbicides. Initial step will be to identify existing efforts and 
to develop criteria for the database. 


8. Human Exposure Studies 


Review and document the literature on human exposure data to identify 
data gaps and prepare bibliography and recommendations to address data 


gaps. 
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Partnerships with Canada 


Establish one-on-one Canada/USA partnerships to work on herbicide 
application, efficacy, and safety issues. 


Medium Priority 


Herbicide-Use Training 


Determine and provide national level herbicide-use training. 
NAPIAP 


Distribute results of NAPIAP studies on herbicides fate and 
toxicology. Encourage peer review publications. 


Networking 


Develop mechanisms for information flow among Regions and 
Stations and among Regions and WO. Examples are NAPIAP summaries 
to Regions, develop and maintain target mailing lists and "Timely 
Lips a 


International Role 


Determine policy role of Forest Service in advising international 
partners in use of herbicides with consideration to science vs 
politics, environmental concerns, economics, reforestation, habitat 
restoration, etc. 


Long-Term Monitoring 


Establish long-term studies to monitor impact of herbicides 
on biodiversity and efficacy. 


Low Priority 


NFS vs Private Use of Herbicides 
Prepare a white paper on land management objectives that reviews 


the likely reasons for conflict among adjoining landowners over 
use of herbicides. 


Ecological Risk Assessment 


Evaluate need to prepare ecological risk assessments in the future. 
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B. Actions 


Two sub-committees were appointed to follow-up on issues discussed 
during the meeting. 


1. Vegetation Management Monitoring Database Sub-Committee 


The sub-committee will address the need for a database of 
environmental and efficacy data generated by herbicide 

projects. Operational and other projects provide 

opportunities to capture and archive data that are useful 

for a number of purposes including environmental documentation and 
technology development. For data to be meaningful, therefore, its 
generation, collection, and storage needs a protocol and 
consistency. The initial charge of the sub-committee is to 
outline an approach to establishing a database that includes 
criterion to be followed and to be reported by project people who 
are willing to participate. 


2. Worker Exposure Sub-Committee 


The sub-committee will review the literature and produce an 
annotated bibliography, identify worker exposure data gaps, and 
draft recommendations for committee review. This assignment 
should be completed by December 1993. 


SUMMARY 


The National Steering Committee for Managing Vegetation on Forest and Range 
Lands met at Davis, California on December 1-2, 1992. The committee 
developed several recommendations, and reviewed and discussed accomplishments 
related to but not necessarily a result of the committees 1989 and 1990 
recommendations. The committee identified and prioritized several issues and 
have submitted recommendations to address these issues. Two sub-committees 
were established to follow-up on issues of human exposure to herbicides and 
to herbicide monitoring and efficacy databases. The committee recommends 
that its charter be revised to limiting the committee's activities to 
herbicide-use on forest and range lands. Currently the charter includes all 
methods of managing vegetation. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The second meeting of the National Steering Committee for Aerial 


Application of Pesticides - Vegetation Man 


California, on March 7-8, 1990. 


A. Committee Members 


agement met in West Sacramento, 


Phil Aune PSW/TMR (Redding, CA) 

Garth Baxter R-4/wo (Ogden, UT) 

Ken Bentson PNW (Portland, OR) 

Robert Campbell* FPMI (Sault Ste. Marie, 
Ontario) 

M. Boyd Edwards* SE/TMR (Dry Branch, GA) 

Larry Gross WO/FPM (Washington, DC) 


Ellis Huddleston 


Paul Mistretta 


New Mexico 
State University 
R-8/RO 


(Las Cruces, NM) 
(Atlanta, GA) 


Ed Monnig* R-1/FPM (Missoula, MT) 

Max Ollieu WO/FPM (Washington, DC) 
Donald Perala NC/TMR (Grand Rapids, MI) 
Michael Rutty Stanislaus NF (Sonora, CA) 

Fay Shon R-6/RO (Portland, OR) 
Larry Yarger* NA/FPM (Milwaukee, WI) 
Jack Barry (Chair) WO/FPM (Davis, CA) 


Members names followed by an asterisk were not in attendance. 


Robert 


Campbell, FPMI, was unable to attend due to foreign travel 


restrictions. 


B. Committee Objectives 


The objective of the USDA Forest Service (FS) National Steering 
Committee for Application of Pesticides - Vegetation Management is to 
review the needs and recommend pilot project and field testing of 
herbicides. The committee's charter was expanded in 1989 to include 
ground application. 


C. Operating Guidelines 


Operating guidelines, generic to the four FPM national steering 
committees, are enclosed in (Appendix A). 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


Recommendations for national attention are ranked by priority with one 
being the highest priority. The committee also recommends the staff and 
in some cases names a staff person to initiate the recommended action. 
The staff or person may choose to delegate the action to other 
organizational elements, staff persons, or to contractors. 
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Administration 


ihe 


Broaden charter of this committee to include all methods of 
vegetation management and review geographic representation on the 
committee in view of expanded charter; and change committee title 
to "National Steering Committee For Managing Vegetation on Forest 
and Range Lands". 


Priority 1 - Chief 


Involve R-3 as a partner with R-4 in developing a risk assessment 
for all herbicides registered for forest and range use. 


Priority 1 - Chief 
Lift the deferral on aerial application of herbicide. 

Priority 1 - Chief 
Identify Forest Health as a priority research program. 

Priority 1@-sChierf 
Develop a program or initiative to inform the public on how the 
Forest Service manages national forest and range lands. The 
program would include vegetation management. The audience would 


include general public, to include students of all grades; state 
and private cooperators; and other Federal agencies. 


Priority 2 - Chief 


Clarify relationship of Forest Service and State pesticide 
certification program. 


Priority 2 - WO/FPM 
Evaluate opportunities to cooperate with New Mexico State 


University in spray technology, vegetation management, and 
biodiversity and ecosystem system impact research. 


Priority 3 - WO/FPM 


Training and Technology Transfer 


ie 


Analyze national, regional, and area needs for herbicide-use 
training to include safety, material safety data sheets, State 
requirements, certification training, treatment prescriptions, 
and theory vs practice. 
Priority 1 - WO/FPM & TM 
Regions 
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@ & 
Encourage Forest Service support and participation of the Western 


Regional Coordinating Committee (WRCC-51) and Southern Regional 


Information Exchange Group on Pesticide Application Technology 
(SRIEG No. 29). 


Priority 2 - WO/FPM 


Cost Benefit Information and Decision Support Systems 


abe 


Develop a decision support system for vegetation management 
prescriptions. 
Priority 1 - WO/TM 
Develop a national economic threshold model or model shell. 
Priority 2 - WO/TM 
Develop a national system to monitor vegetation management 


projects at the forest level, from planning, to treatment, to 
achievement of the desired result (e.g. tree crown closure). 


R-6/FPM 


Environmental and Safety Needs 


Ik, 


Develop in cooperation with the Regions a computerized national 
risk assessment program. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 


Develop a national system to gather worker safety information for 
non-chemical methods of vegetation management. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 
Develop a system to collect, catalogue, and retrieve 
environmental fate data. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 


Support forestry worker exposure and safe work method studies, 
through NAPIAP, special project, and program funds. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 


Biodiversity and Ecosystem Impact 


S 


Develop a national policy on biodiversity, to include defining 
biodiversity, identifying WO staff responsibilities, and 
developing a national action plan. 
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S ) 
Support and initiate long-term studies (5-20 years) to monitor 
various vegetation management alternatives in the Lake States, 
Southwest, and Southeast. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 


Incorporate biodiversity in the PSW, R&D program and other 
applicable R&D programs. 


Priority 1.- Research 
Establish and maintain a bibliography and library of information 
(published papers, reports, "fugitive" literature, etc.) on 
vegetation management research and control projects. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 


F. Application Technology and Equipment 


HM 


Evaluate use of the FSCBG and AGDISP aerial spray models for 
ground applications. 


Priority 1 - WO/FPM 


Review and update as appropriate the WO/Engineering (MTDC) 


publications: Catalogue Revegetation Equipment (Feb 1980) and 


Equipment For Reforestation and Timber Stand Improvement (Oct. 
1980). 


Priority 2 - WO/Engr. 


III. PROGRESS 


A. Summary of Progress Related to Committee's 1989 Recommendations. 


Le 


Administrative 


a. Director, WO/FPM and Director, WO/Policy and Analyses are 
developing a staff paper on role of FPM in vegetation 
management. 


De Director WO/FPM updated the Chief on national deferral of 
aerial application of herbicides. 


c PSW has drafted a Memorandum of Understanding for vegetation 
management research cooperation with Canadian Forestry 
Service's Forest Pest Management Institute (FPMI). 


ra ba WO-FPM has drafted an MOU for pest management cooperation 
with FPMI. 
ey A committee membership was extended and accepted by FPMI. 
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fA This committee is helping to focus attention among staffs 
(NFS, S&PF, and Research) on vegetation needs and issues. 


Training and Technology Transfer 


Pesticide-use training has been conducted by R-1, R-4, R-5, and 
R-8. Additionally WO/FPM conducted a national pesticide - use 
management course at Marana, Arizona. 

wl 


Decision Support Systems 


a. PSW is developing decision support systems for vegetation 
management. 


b. R-6 is developing a decision making system. 


Environmental and Safety Needs 


a: NAPIAP has been encouraging and funding environmental fate 
Studies. 

be WO/FPM is actively supporting re-registration of herbicides. 

Ch WO/FPM is supporting work to obtain risk assessment data on. 


pesticides through NAPIAP. 


d. WO/FPM is cooperating with the Society of Environmental 
Toxicology and Chemistry by supporting a platform session at 
their annual meeting (November 12-16, 1990). The session is 


Pesticides In Forest Management: Predicting and Observing 


Fate. 


e. WO/FPM has membership on 4 national technical advisory 
committee sponsored by the National Agricultural Chemical 
Association (NACA). This committee provides technical 
recommendations to NACA on spray accountancy and drift 
studies to support pesticide registration and 
re-registration. 


fe SO, PNW, and NC are conducting environmental fate studies of 
selected herbicides. 


Biodiversity and Ecosystem Impacts 

The committee noted the emergence of biodiversity as a leading 
national issue and projects that biodiversity will Significantly 
influence vegetation management practices in the future. 


Application Technology and Equipment 


a. A project has been established at MTDC to investigate 
methods of plot marking and navigation systems for aircraft. 


a a 
a 
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b. An intensive program was begun in 1989 to distribute two 
computer-based aerial spray models (FSCBG and AGDISP) to 
industry, academia, and governments. Concurrently an 
advisory committee and user groups were formed, and hands-on 
training has been given throughout the United States. 


c. R-8 continues to take the lead in supporting training and 
use of hand-held herbicide application methods. 


B. Committee Member Reports 


Reports by committee members Phil Aune, Ken Bentson, Boyd Edwards, 
Paul Mistretta, Ed Monnig, Don Perala, Mike Rutty, Fay Shon, and 
Larry Yarger are enclosed in Appendix B. 
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DISCUSSIONS AND OTHER NEEDS 


This committee was established in 1988 to identify needs and to recommend 
field tests (experiments) and pilot tests of aerially applied 

herbicides. It became apparent at the 1989 committee meeting that aerial 
application could not be singled out as a national issue without 
comparable consideration being given to all other methods of vegetation 
management. It was, therefore, within this context, that the committee 
recommended that the charter of this committee be expanded to include all 
methods of managing vegetation on forest and range lands. Consistent 
with the expanded charter the committee recognizes the need to recruit 
others for membership who are nationally recognized specialists in 
vegetation management. 


Other needs include efficacy data on specific herbicides for forest and 
range use to include plant stress data for timing application, and canopy 
penetration studies. Regional pesticide-use coordinators could 
coordinate projects with field users, industry, universities, and 
researchers. Specific R-5 needs that were discussed included: field 
evaluation of the Herbi sprayer for application of new herbicide 
formulations; procedures for sole-source contracting of "turn-key" 
applications (applicator + herbicide + applicator equipment); and 
determining aggregate cost of the NEPA process - appeals, project delays, 
and legal actions resulting associated with herbicide projects. 


Some members expressed the need for better coordination and communication 
among entities conducting vegetation management research. After some 
discussion it became apparent that this need was, for the most part, 
being taken care of by various cooperatives, conferences, and 

committees. With the exception of the Weed Society of America, and other 
professional societies, most address local, state, or regional needs. 

The Forest Service does participate in these groups to the extent that 
their activities relate to forests and range; and use this media to 
exchange data and information with States, academia, industry, and other 
federal agencies. It, therefore, appears that the mechanism is in place 
for technical exchange of information and data. 
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VI. 


Ellis Huddleston expressed the interest of New Mexico State University in 
forest pest management activities. These include pesticide-use training, 
economic analyses and cost/benefit studies, biodiversity, long-term study 
plots (forest and range), wind tunnel studies, and a large (section size) 
field test site. 


I would like to take this Opportunity to make a personal observation and 
call attention to a trip report by James H. Miller, of the Southern 
Forest Experiment Station, Auburn, Alabama, who visited China during 
April and May 1989 even though we did not discuss it at our steering 
committee meeting. An Executive Summary of his trip report is included 
as Appendix C. I suggest everyone with interests in vegetation 
management, who has not already done so, obtain a copy of James Miller's 
trip report. As I read the report, I became vividly aware that some land 
managers have few vegetation management options. Their land has been 
Stripped of native vegetation, their soils sterile and eroded, and their 
harvests insufficient. While we focus on biodiversity, cultural pest 
management, and priority research programs, other countries are concerned 
about basic survival of people and forests. Therefore, while the Forest 
Service struggles over the use of herbicides, and rejects their use, 
other countries desperately need to use them and use them effectively for 
survival. Who will be supporting herbicide-use technology and who will 
take it to these countries? With our world forestry responsibilities I 
believe we have a responsibility to maintain our leadership in safe, 
efficient, and economic use of herbicides. 


SUMMARY 


The National Steering Committee for Aerial Application of Pesticides - 
Vegetation Management met in West Sacramento, California on March 7-8, 
1990. The committee membership was expanded to include Forest Pest 
Management Institute (Canada) and academia (New Mexico State 
University). The committee developed several recommendations; and 
reviewed and discussed accomplishments related to but not necessarily a 
result of the committees 1989 recommendations. The committee identified 
biodiversity a significant issue that will influence future vegetation 
management activities. The committee recommends that the committee 
charter be expanded to include all methods of managing vegetation on 
forest and range lands, and that its membership be expanded accordingly. 


The next meeting of the committee has been tentatively scheduled to be 
held the week of September 24-26, 1990 at Corvallis, Oregon. 
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rE INTRODUCTION 


A. Committee members 


Phil Aune PSW/TMR (Redding) 
Dave Caraher*® 2 R-6/RO (Portland) 
M.Boyd Edwards* SE/TMR (Dry Branch) 
Dave Evans Modoc NF (Alturas) 
Larry Gross WO/FPM (Washington) 
Charles McMahon SO/TMR (Auburn) 
Paul Mistretta® R-8/RO (Atlanta) 

Ed Monnig R-1/FPM (Missoula) 
Donald Perala NC/TMR (Grand Rapids) 
William Stein PNW/TMR (Corvallis) 
Bob Taylor R-8/NF's-MS (Jackson) 
Larry Yarger NA/FPM (Milwaukee) 
Jack Barry, Chair WO/FPM (Davis) 


B. Committee Objective 


The objective of the USDA Forest Service (FS) National Steering 
Committee for Aerial Application of Pesticides - Vegetation Management 
was to review the needs and recommend pilot project and field testing 
of aerially applied herbicides. The discussion was expanded by the 
Committee to include ground applications. 


C. Committee Procedures and Background 


This is one of four national steering committees appointed by the Chief 
to report on needs and recommendations for pilot project and field 
testing. Reports of the other three committees have been submitted 
previously to the Chief. The committees were established to focus 
expertise on the need for field evaluation of pesticides, equipment, 
and strategies. A consolidated summary report of the four committees 
will be prepared and submitted to the Chief in 1989. The initial 
meeting of this committee, as reported herein, was held at the Harbor 
Inn, Sacramento, CA, January 11-12, 1989. 


Prior to the meeting, each member was requested to prepare a written 
report that reflected both technical and non-technical needs and 
recommendations from the member's work area. In addition to the 
reports serving as discussion documents at the meeting, they will be 
included as an appendix to the consolidated summary report. The 
meeting began with each member presenting a narrative account, followed 
by a discussion. From these reports and discussions, herbicide 
application needs and issues were identified. There was no attempt to 
Suggest, except in a few cases, how management might address the needs 
and issues. 


“These persons were unable to attend meeting. 
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This meeting is one of several initiatives that focus on reducing 
losses from forest pests. Other activities include the Forest Health 
Initiative, Forest Insect and Disease Research (FIDR) pesticide 
activity review, Forest Pest Management (FPM) regional pesticide use 


- reviews, FPM reviews of Methods Application Group (MAG) and Davis 


units, three regional pesticide technology needs forums, and the three 
other national steering committees for aerial application of 
pesticides. These activities, and their resultant reports and action 
Plans, will provide information: to a national planning committee 
composed of representatives from FIDR, FPM, Timber Management (TM), and 
Timber Management Research (TMR) that will produce a charter and action 
plan for pesticide use management and coordination in the FS. 


re. NEEDS AND ISSUES 


A. 


General 


Seven categories of needs and issucs were developed by the Committee 
after the members Presentations and discussions. There was some 
discussion on priorities; however the Committee choose to defer 
assigning priorities to the next Committee meeting. 


Needs and Issues 
1. Administrative 
a. Coordination 


Improved coordination and direction are needed nationally 
within the FS on herbicide research. The Committee could not 
Clearly identify organizational responsibility and direction of 
herbicide research in the FS and noted that herbicide research 
appears to be associated with regional rather than national 
research missions. Herbicide research is not included in any 
of the current national Priority Research Programs. Program 
coordination and direction are needed specifically on herbicide 
research and development, environmental fate, efficacy, and 
equipment development and testing. 


b. Technical Exchange 


Technical exchange protocols are needed with Canadian 
colleagues at FPMI, who are conducting herbicide research. 
More information exchange is needed with industry and 
universities. The California Forest Vegetation Management 
Conference is a good example of information exchange and such 
exchange should be encouraged within all Regions. 
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FPM Role 


The role of FPM in herbicide management and application 
technology needs to be Clearly defined. Due to FPM's broad 
responsibilities in pesticide-use management, herbicides have 
been "adopted" by BPM. FPM is not Currently staffed nor funded 
specifically to provide the high level of technical expertise 
in herbicide-use that is necessary to support quality 
vegetation management decisions. 

ae 


Management 


Ways should be explored to increase management awareness of 
herbicide-use management needs and issues. This is a challenge 
to the creativeness of field and staff personnel who know the 
problems and are responsible for soliciting management support. 


Responsibility 


There is a need to insure that the FS is not perceived to be 
opposed to aerial spray. Our state and private cooperators, in 
some cases with similar and in some cases with dissimilar land 
management objectives, may require frequent use of aerial 
application. The FS must walk the "tight rope of objectivity" 
and not be Caught in a contradictory position within its 
National Forest System (NFS) and State and Private Forestry 
(S&PF) role. The option of aerially applying herbicides must 
be maintained by the FS as Supported by the NEPA process. 


2. Training and Technology Transfer 


a. 


Training 


The Committee identified a need for Regions to provide 
herbicide-use training. This should include NEPA and tiering 
from programmatic to site specific documents, safety, 
application systems, and prescription processes. The Committee 
also noted that R-8 requires certification of FS contracting 
officers representatives and applicators for pesticide 
application projects. 


Technology Transfer 
NFS, Research (RES), and S&PF need to explore ways to deliver 


new herbicide technology to the user in a planned and 
systematic manner. 
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Reference Materials 


National, Regional, and Forest level publications are needed to 
support training and for reference by users. Many existing 


herbicide-use publications are outdated and others need to be 
developed. . 


3. Cost Benefit Information and Data 


General and specific information and data are needed on the 
cost benefits of herbicide use in all ecosystems. Although the 
Committee recognizes that the benefits of herbicides have been 
established under some conditions, cost benefit information and 
data are needed relative to: competition thresholds, efficacy, 
growth and yield, influence of herbicides over the rotation, 
effects of herbicides on crop trees, aerial vs ground 
application, loss of productivity associated with no herbicide 
use, and herbicide use strategies. Such studies require 10-20 
years in some cases to complete and with the deferral of aerial 
spraying there is a continuing delay in delivery of such data. 


4. Decision Support Systems 


Rapid technological advances in computer modelling, expert 
Systems and artificial intelligence are providing both 
opportunities and challenges to the resource manager. New 
tools are becoming available to assist in the timely, safe, and 
productive use of herbicides; however, this technology needs to 
be provided to practitioners. The Committee encourages the 
development and use of modelling, expert systems, and 
artificial intelligence in vegetation management, and sees an 
opportunity for the FS to provide national leadership through 
implementation of this technology. 


5. Environmental and Safety Needs 


a. 


Risk Assessment 


A coordinated FS effort is needed to identify and pursue data 
gaps in risk assessments for new herbicides and application 
systems. Laboratory and field studies, combined with use of 
aerial application models, would be a sound approach toward 
filling data gaps in risk management. 
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Spray Accountancy 


Field and spray model data are needed to account for and to 
quantify differences between the amount of herbicide applied by 
air or by ground methods, and the amount deposited on target. 
Spray drift is part of this problem. These data are needed for 
each herbicide and its associated spray systems. 


Residue and Environmental Fate 
As a continuation of spray accountancy, data are needed on the 


fate of herbicides once they deposit on or drift beyond the 
target area. 


6. Biodiversity and Ecosystem Impact 


Biodiversity was discussed by the Committee relative to the use 
of herbicides. There are opportunities to use herbicides to 
establish and maintain biodiversity of natural Systems and 
manipulated stands. In contrast, disruptions of biodiversity 
are also a potential problem. Studies are needed on the role 
of herbicides in influencing biodiversity on Federal, state, 
and private lands. Data also are needed on the long-term 
effects of herbicides on ecosystems. The FS has an opportunity 
to provide national leadership on this issue. 


7. Application Technology and Equipment 


a. 


Turn-key Systems 


Some chemical companies are packaging herbicides and 
application equipment into a single systems being referred to 


- by the industry as turn-key systems. Currently turn-key systems 


are being used on large industrial ownerships in the South, 
especially in the coastal plain region. The State of Virginia 
has a successful state sponsored turn-key system available to 
small landowners. In some cases the applicator is licensed to 
use the system with the chemical company accepting liability. 
The Committee views this as a positive move and perhaps a way 
to resolve efficacy problems of the past. This approach does, 
however, pose possible administrative, contractual, and field 
management problems for the FS. The Committee suggests that 
those Regions planning to use turn-key Systems work closely 
with their contracting officers. 
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Aircraft Guidance 


Technology is available to accurately guide aircraft along 
predetermined spray swaths. The FS should re-examine aircraft 
guidance to identify what may be on the shelf, to ascertain 
technical feasibility, and to determine cost benefits of 
guidance systems. The Committee does not, however, recommend 
an aircraft guidance development program at this time. 


Aerial Application vs Ground Application 


Costs, benefits, safety, efficacy, and environmental impact of 
aerial vs ground application needs to be evaluated by the FS. 


Aerial Applicution Models 


Agricultural Dispersal (AGDISP) and Forest Service 
Cramer-Barry-Grim (FSCBG) aerial application models are 
operational and can be used to produce a catalogue of swath 
widths and deposition (spray volume, drop size, and particle 
and/or droplet density) for a range of release heights, wind 
speeds, relative humidities, temperatures, application rates, 
drop sizes, particle sizes, and aircraft types. The catalogue 
is needed by persons planning aerial application projects who 
may not have access or training in running these models. 


Drop Size Efficacy 


The traditional application rate of high volume (HV), 5 to 10 
gallons per acre with spray applied in large drops (500-800 um 
VMD), is costly and sometimes not efficacious. Research by 
Oregon State University and FPMI supports lower volume 
application (LV) and even ultra low volume (ULV) with smaller 
drop sizes, possibly as low as 100 um VMD. Data are needed on 
drop size and its relationship to efficacy and drift. With 
such data the land manager can make the choice consistent with 
biological and social/political considerations. 


Ground Application. 


The Committee elected to include ground application within its 
discussions but not within the scope of this committee's 
assignment. The status and needs of ground application were 
discussed and the Committee offers for consideration the 
following equipment and development needs: 


‘1. The development of integrated (i.e. a combined 
sprayer/planter) and environmentally safe ground application 
equipment. 
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2. The design of ground spray systems that optimize herbicide 
efficacy by controlling droplet size and pattern. 


3. The design and development of low drift and wide swath 
ground systems. 


4. The design of ergonomically designed backpack and tractor 
equipment. 


Most ground application equipment has been borrowed from 
agronomy, with inherent limitations for forestry. As forest 
lands become more fragmented and buffer zones increase, the 
acreage delegated to ground treatment will increase. The 
Committee recognizes the significant contributions to ground 
application of herbicides within R-8. 


DISCUSSION 


The Committee noted a broad diversity in herbicide application needs, 
issues, concerns, and ideas within the committee. Members represented the 
three major organizational units of the FS, several scientific disciplines, 
and different geographical areas. This diversity provided a challenging 
Opportunity for the Committee to take a national and broad overview of the 
herbicide application needs and issues, consistent with the intent of the 
Committee assignment. The Plurality of views, concerns and needs expressed 
by the Committee members are not a@ result of disagreement on basic issues. 
Rather this diversity flows directly from the real differences that exist 
within and among the regions with respect to landownership and land 
management objectives for the various NFS and S&PF clients. The meeting 
also served as a preliminary national scoping session for future direction 
of herbicide use in the FS. 


Two important findings surfaced at the meeting: there is much Support for 
use and development of ground application equipment; and there is need to 
better define FS policy on aerial application of herbicides before the 
Committee can recommend specific pilot and field tests. 


Ground application appears to be more acceptable to the FS and to the 
public than aerial application. There are Supporting arguments for each 
method and each method should be evaluated on its own merits for specific 
site and project objectives. Generally data are lacking to support one 
application method over the other considering personnel safety, the 
environment, site characteristics, economics, and the public. The land 
manager needs scientific data to make wise choices. 


Lack of a national policy statement on aerial application of herbicides 
inhibits research and development, and contributes to confusion on the part 
of land managers. The Committee believes that the FS shares a common view 
that the aerial option of applying herbicides must be maintained. A stated 
national policy therefore, is needed for Suidance of NFS, RES, and S&PF; 
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and for those in the FS who Support and those who do not support aerial 
application. Lack of a national policy is sending mixed Signals to FS 
managers and to our cooperators. 


A national policy should consider the following: 


1. Needs in areas dominated by assertive environmental groups versus those 
needs dominated by timber production, where forest management practices 
are more culturally accepted. 


2. .Needs of the West, dominated by large contiguous tracts of federal 
ownership (FS, BLM, etc.), vs the needs of the East dominated by a 
mosiac of mixed ownerships and tract size some of which are in highly 
populated areas. 


3. Needs of NFS vs need of other Ownership that reflect different land 
management objectives; i.e. to meet multiple use objectives vs more 
limited land use objectives. 


4. Needs of the small private landowner for economical delivery systems vs 
large corporations who can afford sophisticated and more costly 
delivery systems. 


5. Needs for research and development to strengthen FS capacity to conduct 
quality herbicide application. 


6. Concerns of our publics. 
SUMMARY 


The National Steering Committee for Aerial Application of Pesticides - 
Vegetation Management met January 11-12, 1989 in Sacramento, CA. Ten of 
the 13 committee members were present, each presenting an overview of his 
work area and needs. The reports identified a diversity of needs and 
issues relating to application of herbicides, even within the same 
geographical areas. The plurality of views, concerns and needs expressed 
by the Committee members are not a result of disagreement on basic issues. 
Rather this diversity flows directly from the real differences that exist 
within and among the regions with respect to landownership and land 
management objectives for the various NFS and S&PF clients. This first 
committee meeting served to identify needs and issues and provided an 
opportunity for a general scoping of herbicide-use and management within 
the FS. Future committee meetings are contingent upon national needs that 
might best be served by the Committee. Two important findings surfaced 
during the meeting: 


1. There is more concern and support currently for the development of 
ground application methods than for aerial application methods for use on 
NFS lands especially in the South; and 
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2. There is need to better define FS use Of aerial application of 


herbicides before it will be possible to focus on specific FS pilot and 
field testing needs. 


It is recommended that the Chief consider issuing a national policy 
statement on the aerial application of herbicides. 
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V. APPENDIX 


A. REGIONAL REPORTS 





Vegetation Management and Herbicides: 
Issues and Trends 
in the 
Northern Region 


For the past several years, noxious weed control has been a primary focus of 
the pesticide use in the Northern Region. Over that period the noxious weed 
program has evolved in its scope and direction. Initially the program was 
driven almost exclusively by interests that were focused on range quality and 
forage production for cattle. Noxious weed control has a long history on our 
"range forests" in the eastern part of the Northern Region. Even as the much of 
the Forest Service was being pressured to reduce or eliminate pesticide use, 
local constituencies in these range forests were and are clamoring for greater 
control of exotic species. 


In the western part of Region range and livestock interests are much less 
dominant, although there are some important local exceptions. In these areas 
noxious weed control has developed a somewhat different constituency. The 
impact of exotic species on native ecosystems is driving many of these 
concerns. Within the Forest Service two program areas are increasingly 
involved in decisions regarding pesticide use to control exotic species. These 
are the wilderness/recreation program and the wildlife program. 


Managers of 4 Wilderness areas are applying pesticides to control noxious 
weeds. The biggest program is in the Bob Marshall Wilderness complex. This 
program has received generally favorable public comment in response to two 
EIS’s and the program results. 


The 2150 Manual requirement that herbicide use in the wilderness be approved by 
the Regional Forester is a significant impediment to this type of work. We 
believe that sufficient capability exists at the Forest level to review the 
need for this work. Very often wilderness and non-wilderness control projects 
are grouped in the same NEPA document. Thus the Regional Forester becomes the 
deciding officer for the entire program. In addition any appeals would be 
immediately elevated to the Chief’s level. 


More recently wildlife biologists are showing increased interest in noxious 
weed control. One project is particularly noteworthy. We are working with the 
Lolo National Forest on a 500 acre aerial spray project to control spotted 
knapweed on an important elk winter range. This proposed application is being 
integrated into a larger area restoration project that will include some 
burning and some harvest and understory removal to reduce forest density to 
historic levels. This integrated aspect of this project is most exciting. For 
a long time herbicide application has been the isolated step child of 
management techniques. There has been a reluctance to combine these techniques 
into larger management programs for fear that the whole program be "tarred with 
the same brush." 


Currently all aerial applications of chemical pesticides require an EIS. This 
represents an inappropriate preemption of the NEPA process. In many cases, this 
has interfered with our ability to respond to public concerns or resource 
management problems. For example, a District on the Deerlodge National Forest 
has a 60 acre administrative pasture surrounded by private land. The local 
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landowners formed a cooperative group to aerially treat noxious weeds and 
requested Forest Service involvement. The District had to deny permission to 
Spray the pasture because it did not have the resources to compile an EIS for 
Forest Service involvement. 


The final area I would like to touch on is the use a herbicides in 
silvicultural site prep. The Region has taken its first tentative steps. 
We have worked with the Lolo National Forest to set up a trial of the 
herbicides Pronone (hexazinone) and glyphosate. 


It is becoming increasingly clear that new forest management direction and 
constraints and our new emphasis on ecosystem management techniques will 
require a new look at herbicide use. The use of herbicides in the forest 
ecosystem management program may initially strike some as contradictory. 
Ecosystem management is often interpreted as a lighter hand on the land. There 
is nothing inherently gentle in some ecosystem processes, witness your average 
volcanic explosion or even wildfire. However, increased concern for 
aesthetics, soil disturbance, leave-tree integrity in partial cuts, etc. are 
limiting the site prep techniques available to the forester. If at the same 
time we wish to restore early seral, shade intolerant species to a site as our 
ecosystem studies tell us we should, we must seriously consider spot 
applications on some sites. 


A second Forest that is initiating some herbicide trials is the Idaho 
Panhandle. The Forest is facing severe tree mortality problems because of root 
disease impacts in Douglas-fir and grand fir. Grand fir and Douglas-fir have 
greatly increased their prevalence on the forest as a result of fire 
suppression, blister rust impacts on white pine, and some selective harvest 
techniques (e.g. high grading). 


The IPNF will be initiating a series of trials next spring to investigate the 
use of Pronone and Garlon for spot application to control tall brush species. 
Hydrologists on the IPNF are also interested in restoring trees to riparian 
areas as an eventual source of large woody debris for pool formation in 
streams. This program is designed in part to correct some of the problems 
associated with excessive removal of woody debris in the past. 


As a final closing thought, in my dealings with Forest and most particularly 
District personnel it has become clear to me that the resource specialists are 
often the most appreciative of the possible role of pesticides in all phases of 
resource management. Others in the organization who must deal with the 
social-political aspects of resource management are the audience that requires 
the greatest attention. 


Edward Monnig 
June, 1994 
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National Vegetation Management Steering Committee 


June 3, 1994 
REGION TWO 
VEGETATION MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
Forest Health Management personnel provide input into Forest Plan revisions, 


including biodiversity and range of natural variability. 


Forest Health Management personnel prepare Vegetation Management Plan for the 
Crested Butte Mountain Resort Ski Area (GM-UNC-G NF). 


Integrated Resource Inventory (IRI) for integration and spatial delineation of 
basic resource information (land, water, and existing vegetation). 


District Production Database (DPD) is a relational database which houses the 
tabular information related to the maps developed by the IRI process. 


Common Survey Data Structure Project--Development of an intra-agency 
ecological data structure (copy attached). 
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Dave Thomas WO 
National Vegetation Management Steering Committee 


June 3, 1994 
REGION TWO 
VEGETATIONMANAGEMENTACTIVITIES 


Forest Health Management personnel provide input into Forest Plan revisions, including biodiversity 
and range of natural variability. 


Forest Health Management personnel prepare Vegetation Management Plan for the Crested Butte 
Mountain Resort Ski Area (GM-UNC-G NF). 


Integrated Resource Inventory (IRI)for integration and spatial delineation of basic resource informa- 
tion (land, water, and existing vegetation). 


District Production Database (DPD) is a relational database which houses the tabular information 
related to the maps developed by the IRI process. 


Common Survey Data Structure Project--Development of an intra-agency ecological data structure 
(copy attached). 
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DEVELOPMENT OF AN INTRA-AGENCYECOLOGICAL DATA STRUCTURE 


History 


In January of 1993 the Regional Foresters of the Northern, Rocky Mountain, Southwestern, and 
Intermountain Regions, and the Directors of the Intermountain and Rocky Mountain Research Sta- 
tions formed an Ecosystem Management Coordination Group made up of Deputy Regional Foresters 
and Assistant Station Directors. The group was asked to explore a consistent philosophy to Ecosys- 
tem Management, and to insure coordination of ecological unit mapping and data base and analysis 
programs in support of Ecosystem Management. 


An Ecosystem’ Management Coordination Team was designated to organize and facilitate resolution 
of interregional issues, information sharing and work assignments for ecosystem management tasks. 


A primary action item identified was to develop acommon set of data definitions and data structures 
for field survey (point) data. In August of 1993 a meeting was held in Denver. At this meeting, nearly 
all regions and stations were represented by a diverse group of people who discussed possibilities 
of integrating resource inventories and developing a common data structure. The result of that 
meeting was a proposal submitted to the Ecosystem Management Coordination Group to develop 
a common structure to house an agreed upon set ofcommon data elements for field resource survey 
data. 


In November, 1993 the Deputy Regional Foresters for the Western Regions unanimously agreed to 
begin a project to develop a common field survey data structure, with the firstemphasis on existing 
vegetation. Allregions and stations were invited to participate as partners in the project. At this time, 
the partnership includes the Northern, Rocky Mountain, Southwestern, Intermountain, Pacific South- 
west, and Alaska Regions and the Pacific Northwest Station, Inventory and Economics Program. If 
the first stages of the vegetation effort are successful and the partners are interested, the project will 
proceed to develop the data structure for land (soils, geology, etc.) and water. 


Project Mission 


The project willidentify a common set of data elements, agree upon data definitions, design a data 
structure, and develop core database tables with basic input and edit forms for existing vegetation 
fieldresource surveys. The agreed upon structure (core tables) willnot be a complete "meet all needs" 
operational system as we know it from past systems development. The structure will provide a 
common framework with the flexibilityto allow Regions and Stations to develop reports and analysis 
tools (applications) to meet their specific needs. 


Our Vision 


Allpartners willshare a common approach to managing ecosystem information. The solution willbe 
developed within the Information Management Framework using the Forest Service Methodology. 
Tangible results willbe produced within the Project 615 Pilot Year and reside on 615 technology. The 
approach willaccommodate existing information and systems as agreed upon. It willbe a wise 
investment for the benefits produced. The result willbe shareable information across administrative 
boundaries, and consistent answers to resource questions. 
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The Process 


The Forest Service Methodology is an Information Engineering approach with the tasks divided into 
Stages, accompanied by key management decisions. Details on the activities for each Stage can be 
found in CASE*METHOD Tasks and Deliverables by Richard Barker and in the Methodology 
Consensus Report, 1992. The tasks that need to be carried out foreach resource (existing vegeta- 
tion, land and water) are divided into five major stages: analysis, design, build and document, 
transition and production. 


The project team willbe interdisciplinary, including those with previous experience with the Forest 
Service Methodology and resource specialists familiar with each partner’s field survey data needs. 


Existing efforts underway which have identified data needs for existing vegetation willbe used as a 
Starting point for verification and reconciliation with the project partners. 


Managers, users and project sponsors willbe kept informed of issues and findings related to each 
of the stages. Itis also important to obtain feedback and decisions at key points during the process. 


Products To Be Delivered include the following: 
An agreed upon list of required data elements and commonly used optional data elements. 


Anagreed upon set of standard terms and definitions that are documented ina data dictionary 
and handbook. 


An agreed upon logical and physical data model. 

A minimum set of input and edit forms, and reports for verification of the data. 

System and user documentation sufficient to augment the testing process. 

A version 1 of the structure delivered within the Project 615 Pilot Year. 

A plan for implementing, supporting and maintaining the integrated system. 
Primary Contacts 


Laura Disbrow (R2) and Reuben Weisz (R3) are Co-Project Managers. A Steering Committee com- 
prised of resource specialists representing each of the partner units willassure that the project is 
meeting the needs of the Stakeholders. Each partner unit willhave a primary contact who willbe 
responsible for providing the central point for information sharing. The Core Team consists of 
cO-project managers, several people with technical resource and information engineering expertise, 
and a contract ORACLE database designer and builder. 


Efforts willbe made to to keep allthose with an interest inthis project informed of the progress being 
made. Ifnew partners request to join during the course of the project, a proposal outlining how 
timelines, deliverables and resources would be effected willbe submitted to the Management Stake- 


holders for approval. 


Ifyou would like to be included on the mailing list for those interested in update information, please 
contact Laura Disbrow (RO2A). 
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VEGETATION MANAGEMENT STEERING COMMITTEE 
REGION 3 SUMMARY 


TRIAL APPLICATIONS OF LOW IMPACT HERBICIDES TO CONTROL PINYON/JUNIPER TREES 


A significant need exists in the Southwest to develop an effective, efficient, 
and environmentally sound approach to control pinyon and juniper trees. The 
spread and increased density of these trees is Causing unacceptable soil loss, 
deterioration of watersheds, loss of site productivity, and the loss of native 
plants and wildlife. Mechanical methods, such as removal with chain saws or 
chaining, followed by burning, are expensive and have resulted in concerns over 
environmental damages. Prescribed burning is an option, but it can only be done 
under limited weather conditions and the resulting smoke causes concerns over 
air pollution. Fuelwood removal has been used successfully, but sprouting, such 
as occurs with alligator juniper, and juniper reinvasion have limited the 
success of this approach. Thus, it was obvious that another method, which 
could be used separately or in combination with other approaches, needed to be 
developed. 


An approach using a low-volume application of Tordon K (picloram) and Spike 80w 
(tebuthiuron) in water was evaluated in an attempt to meet the need. Herbicide 
mixtures were applied to the base of selected trees at ground level using a 
backpack sprayer. Tordon K (picloram) was tested at 10, 20, 40, and 80 percent 
concentrations in water and Spike 80W (tebuthiuron) was tested at 0.5 pounds and 
1.0 pounds of product in one gallon of water. This low-volume approach was 
selected to allow applicators to carry sufficient product and carrier into 
remote areas. The goal was to only treat selected trees and avoid affecting 
grasses and other nearby plants. 


The results of trial applications of both herbicides are promising. With the 
Tordon K mixtures, control of Sprouts and saplings (trees 6 feet in height or 
less) have exceeded 90 percent (see attached results for the Gila National 
Forest). Similar control results were achieved on test plots on the Lincoln 
National Forest. Tebuthiuron may yield similar results, but more time is needed 
before it’s overall effectiveness can be evaluated. Due to the satisfactory 
results with picloram, several demonstration projects are being planned for this 
summer. These projects will be 30-50 acres in size. 
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PINYON/JUNIPER HERBICIDE TRIALS 
Gila National Forest 


North Star Mesa 
Evaluated June 1, 1994 


Results (Percent) 








Plot No. Date Treated Herbicide Sprouts Seedlings Lq. Trees 
vs 8/23/93 Tordon K 20% 90+ 90+ 20 
PS om 8/23/93 Tordon K 40% 90+ 90+ 20 
3 8/23/93 Tordon K 80% 90+ 90+ 30 
o 8/23/93 Spike 80W 60 60 10 

\ hy Deel Da gal.) 
5 8/23/93 Spike 80W 40 40 5 
(1 1b./gal.) 
6 11/15/93 Tordon K 10% 70 70 10 
7 11/15/93 Tordon K 20% 80 80 10 
8 3/7/94 Tordon K 20% 80 80 10 
9 3/7/94 Spike 80W 30 30 5 
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DowElanco 
9330 Zionsville Road 
Indianapolis, IN 46268-1054 


308/3C38 


February 7, 1994 G DowElanco 


Max Williamson 
P.O. Box 848 
Kennesaw, GA 30144 


Dear Mr. Williamson: 


This letter is in response to your inquiry regarding use of TORDON* K Herbicide for 

irected basal bark applications to woody plant stems. As you are aware, TORDON K 
is registered for control of woody plants on non crop areas. Approved use sites are 
listed in detail on the TORDON K label. Approved product labeling currently permits a 
maximum use rate of 2 quarts per acre for general woody plant control. A specimen 
copy of this labeling is included for your review. 


Although use directions for directed applications to the basal bark of woody plants are 
not provided on the TORDON kK label, this treatment method is permissible under FIFRA 
Section 2 (ee) provided the application rate and use site are in accordance with the 
approved label. Specifically, FIFRA Section 2 (ee) says: the term "to use any 
registered pesticide in a manner inconsistent with its labeling”... shall not include (1) 
applying a pesticide at any dosage, concentration or frequency less than that specified 
on the label unless specifically prohibited by the labeling, (2) applying a pesticide 
against any target pest not specified on the labeling if the application is to the site 
specified on the labeling, or (3) employing any method of application not prohibited by 
the labeling unless the label Specifically states the product may be applied only by 
methods on the label.” In other words, use of TORDON K as a basal! stem application 
would be permissible under FIFRA Section 2 (ee) provided the treatment is made ona 
labeled use site and does not exceed the maximum labeled product use rate per acre 
for that site. The restricted use Classification of TORDON K Herbicide and all other use 
precautions, hazards and directions listed on the label would, of Course, apply to this 
use. 


We appreciate your interest in this use of TORDON K under FIFRA Section 2 {ee). If 
we may be of further assistance, please contact DowElanco at any time. 


Sincerely, ; 
Z POUT 


Product Development Manager 
Cam 20938 


"Trademark of DowElanco 
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DowElanco 
9330 Zionsville Road 
Indianapolis, IN 46268-1054 


308/3C38 


February 7, 1994 G DowElanco 


Max Williamson 
P.O. Box 848 
Kennesaw, GA 30144 


Dear Mr. Williamson: 


This letter is in response to your inquiry regarding use of SPIKE* 80W Herbicide for 
directed basal bark applications to woody plant stems. As you are aware, SPIKE 80W 
iS registered for control of woody plants on non crop areas. Approved use sites are 
listed in detail on the SPIKE 8OW label. Approved product labeling currently permits a 
maximum use rate of 7.5 |b Product per acre for woody plant control. A copy of this 
labeling is included for your review. 


Although use directions for directed applications to the basal bark of woody plants are 
not provided on the SPIKE 8OW label, this treatment method is permissible under FIFRA 
Section 2 (ee) provided the application rate and use site are in accordance with the 
approved label. Specifically, FIFRA Section 2 (ee) says: the term "to use any 
registered pesticide in a manner inconsistent with its labeling”... shall not include (1) 
applying a pesticide at any dosage, concentration or frequency less than that Specified 
on the label unless specifically prohibited by the labeling, (2) applying a pesticide 
against any target pest not Specified on the labeling if the application is to the site 
Specified on the labeling, or (3) employing any method of application not prohibited by 
the labeling unless the label specifically states the product may be applied only by 
methods on the label." In other words, use of SPIKE 80W as a basal stem application 
would be permissible under FIFRA Section 2 (ee) provided the treatment is made on a 
labeled use site and does not exceed the maximum labeled product use rate per acre 
for that site. The use precautions, hazards and directions listed on the SPIKE 80W 
label would, of course, apply to this use. 


We appreciate your interest in SPIKE 80/W and support this use of the product under 
FIFRA Section 2 (ee). If we may be of further assistance, please contact DowElanco at 
any time. 

Sincerely, 


(i. DRA. 


Kent OD. Redding 
Product Development Manager 


Care Oo's 


"Trademark of DowElanco 
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| some "old" projects still being worked on (Lost Fire, Lassen NF and several on 


SUMMARY OF VEGETATION MANAGEMENT IN REGION 5 
Sierra NF, maybe some on Stanislaus and Eldorado). Only "new" (’94) project 
being implemented to date is Complex project on the Mi-Wok RD, Stanislaus NF. 


This is an approximately 2,500-acre "glyphosate-only" project, where we elected 


to avoid a certain appeal (which would delay treatment until fall) and dropped 
triclopyr from the prescriptions. 


~ 


Several "new" projects in various NEPA stages. Have decisions on Georgetown RD 
(about 1,200 net acres - glyphosate/triclopyr) and Pacific RD (about 280 net 
acres - glyphosate/triclopyr/hexazinone) projects on the Eldorado NF. Both 
orojects are in the appeal period and we anticipate appeals on both. The 
Cleveland EA (Eldorado NF) decision is anticipated soon. Preferred alternative 
,would treat about 7,800 acres acres using glyphosate, triclopyr, and 
nexazinone. Appeals of the decision are certain. All the above-projects are 
ground application. Decisions pending on Hamm-Hasloe project (preferred 
alternative is about 15,000 acres - all 3 herbicides, including some aerial, 
sroveland RD, Stanislaus NF) and Paper project (preferred alternative is over 
3,000 acres - all 3 herbicides, but primarily aerial, on Mi-Wok RD). Domingo 
EFA decision ((Calaveras RD, Stanislaus NF) involves about 800 acres - ground 
application of all 3 herbicides - is in the RO ona 2nd-level appeal (old 
appeal regs). No project proposed for Amador RD, Eldorado NF in ‘94. EA for 
proposed Almanor RD, Lassen NF project is not close to being done. 
The Angeles NF started implementation of an Arundo donax eradication project 
for T&E species habitat improvement in the Fall of 1993 and will be continuing 
that effort over the next three years. Efforts to complete an MOU with the 


i state of California, BLM, and several other Federal agencies on noxious weed 





namagement is nearing completion. The State Department of Food and Agriculture 
is planning some releases of biological control agents on the Shasta-Trinity NF 
for control of diffuse knapweed and the Modoc NF is working on a NEPA document 
For control of several noxious weeds in the northeastern part of the State that 
involves both ground and aerial applications of herbicides. 
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Stanislaus National Forest, pesticide use management. 


Issues, concerns and general excitement. 


1. Political decision space in making decsions on NEPA documents for 


herbicides. Much much more concern about this than there was prior to Jan of 
ILS) R) 


2. Hexazinone and triclopyr continue to get beat up by environmentalists in 
press, document comments, field reviews and personal comments by such people. 
Hexazinone gets the majority of the heat. 


3. A fairly large segment of our current group of environmental critics have 
made some acceptance of need for release and need for glyphosate. As yet they 
don’t fully understand or want to believe that Accord isn’t the magic cure all 
for everything. Also still would rather we didn’t use even that chemical. 


4. Time span for the administration of ground application contracts. The 
current Mi-wok contract will take five weeks of about fifteen people’s time to 
administer the application contract. This is five weeks of six or seven days a 
week of long hours everyday, on a project which due to all the regulations is 
mentally intensive. Operationally this is seen as a significant barrier to 
overall reforestation goals (ie. How much can we really do in one year’s 
time??) . 


5. There have been major letter writing campaigns to Washington offices and 
large metropolitan newpapers. We have the perception that the size of our 
proposed projects is attracting attention, that we might not otherwise get. 


Current and wild ass guess of near future use. The 1994 info is accurate, rest 
is from my uninformed brain case. 


1994 


Mi-wok...currently (as we speak) applying glyphosate as a release treatment on 
2500 acres of 1993 and 1994 plantations in the 1987 Complex Burn. All ground 
applications. 


Calaveras...expect to commence applying a tank mix of glyphosate and triclopyr 
as a release treatment on 306 acres of 1993-1994 plantations in the Old Gulch 
Burn (1992). All ground applications. 

Summit. ..None 

Groveland...During March made the third and final application on young 


plantations and interplants on the 1987 Complex Burn. Original project was 
2500+ acres. This year’s treatment was 200 acres. All ground applications 
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Mi-wok...May apply. An EIS needs to be Signed, appeals will need to be dealt 
with, hopefully we will stay out of court. Financing is also a concern ror 
this District. Potential aerial application. 


Calaveras. ..Hexazinone, glyphosate and gly/tri over 702 acres. Three different 
types of treatments on varying acres. Old Gulch Burn. all ground applications 


Summit...Probably none 


Grovelarid...May apply. An EIS to be signed imminently. Need to go through 
appeals, possibly court. May treat 3,000 acres. 


1936 


Mi-wok...Should commence with a large program of applications, ground and 
aerial. Estimate 3,000+ acres per year next few years. 


Calaveras...Should treat 321 acres with glyphosate as a release treatment in 
the Old Gulch Burn. Ground applications. Some potential for "green" 
plantation applications this or next year. 


Summit...May treat 300 +- acres this or subsequent years. Document in early 
stages of preparation. (In 1993 they treated 50+ acres). 


Groveland...Hamm/Hasloe EIS should be signed, thru the appeals and fully 
Operational. Should see 5,000 (approx) acres of treatments per year each year 


for 5 to 7 years. There is approximately 2000 acs of aerial application 
planned during that time period. 








' 4] 
- 
thash sd.cd been fhbw olseage haat et 03 wher nee “Ag ” 
sot scubities 8 oBln at shibdanet a 3o. 2us.- pane 
' node ige LRLt Yo he TF * 

sesh eertt arate. 2" Save base bas gcbacdtyy: pm ecionid ia hie? 
eacigesliags bavese tia. -rchiit s74b0 20 ‘eeive Cfeyuet cd EF isis “io eaqy” ; 

: | sagan eigen (a emmve 
| . 


dens 24 00 Baye | Asati begs. meek oF g1n aA. viggh bia mente a | 
a + Yan .cutco Sf aiesag seseenye 


esene 000,08 S682 
' 


a 


hes fauerh amo ttanf ig yr 7+. MaXporg soul - ddiw sone sliedta.s «ow IM : 
. geey Wot 2x8q 1660 TO HEEDA <000,k aden 'sed sfabizs 7 
: 7 ze Sea 7 
> 9a goatee ehealaz s se s7eeoaT Pe dyke. fod Ihe Jeans Clute, osx vale® a 
*uesde” acl iebvas10q sace @fpia col [qqn bac sree no Lat elo sii% lan 
Aaoy Jason 20 Bins nie) Jwed Syge IOs pig 7 


At 7 t r) 
eikiny Pnsepresig 10, 0hd2 eaxoe -800E deasd YOM, a Bae” 
(asyon +Ce BStasys yYens feet rd) apldetegeta So sepsie '¥ 


| (fin). bra ebeiagh ena: Jaks sterphe ae Rhocee 226 polnes\nnes, Sbaalewex 9) 
sesy daae asby 2a a) reateasy?: I aaem {pargee! OO0le Le =e tse be ae) hh 


‘ 
fietiaaiiess dnizse Io ens 0008 ylereotse Qe ab Sy 
; boissq emis 


vires at. aE) 






| MESSAGE DISPLAY FOR DAVE THOMAS 
To D.Thomas:W01C 
-:~To F.Burch: Wwo1Cc 
] To J.Borrecco 
To R.Miksovksy 
ale; R.Finch:ROSF16A 
cc J.Brogan 
] Qe M.Landram 
CE M.Srago 
CC J.Fiske 
i CE M.Smith:ROSF1SA 
CE D.Bakke:ROSFO3A 
tae T.Simonson:ROSFO6A 
i Ce S.Danner 
From: John Fiske:ROSA 
- Postmark: Jun 01,94 9:39 AM Delivered: Jun 01,94 12:41 PM 
| Status: Confidential Previously read 


Subject: Herbicide project update 


; Message: 
Some "old" projects still being worked on (Lost Fire, Lassen NF and 
several on Sierra NF, maybe some on Stanislaus amd Eldorado). Only 


"new" (’94) project being implemented to date is Complex (Mi-Wok RD). 
‘That's the approximately 2,500-acre "glyphosate-only" project, where 

we elected to avoid a certain appeal (which would delay treatment 

until fall) and dropped triclopyr from the prescriptions. Several 
| "new" projects in various NEPA stages. Have decisions on Georgetown 
(about 1,200 net acres - glyphosate/triclopyr) and Pacific (about 280 
met acres - glyphosate/triclopyr/hexazinone) projects. Now in appeal 
2eriod for both; anticipate appeals on both. Cleveland EA decision 
anticipated soon. Preferred alternative would treat about 7,800 acres 
acres - glyphosate/triclopyr/hexazinone. Certain appeal of decision. 
All the above-projects are ground application. Decisions pending on 
damm-Hasloe project (preferred alternative is about 15,000 acres - all 
3 herbicides, including some aerial, Groveland RD) and Paper project 
(preferred alternative is over 8,000 acres - all 3 herbicides, but 
orimarily aerial, on Mi-Wok RD). Domingo EA decision (about 800 acres 
- ground application of all 3 herbicides in RO on 2nd-level appeal - 
old appeal regs). No project proposed for Amador RD in ‘94. EA for 
sroposed Almanor RD project not close to being done. We’re busy. 
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--The Vegetation Management EIS authorizes National Forest managers in 
California to consider use of herbicides as one of the methods 
available to control competing vegetation. 





--The EIS does not directly authorize use of herbicides for specific 
projects. 


--No use of herbicides will be authorized until an analysis of the 
environmental effects of alternatives available for the treatment of 
vegetation in a proposed project area has been completed. Specific 
project environmental analysis is "tiered" to the Vegetation 


Managemént EIS for purposes of analyzing local environmental and other 
effects. 


Background: In 1984 the Forest Service suspended use of herbicides on 
national forests in California pending preparation of an environmental 
impact statement reviewing all methods used in reforestation. The Pacific 
Southwest Region issued a Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
Vegetation Management in December 1988 which analyzed the effects of a range 
of reforestation methods including herbicides on the environment and human 
health and safety. The Regional Forester issued his Record of Decision in 
February 1989. Appeals to the decision were filed. In June 1989, the Chief 
of the Forest Service agreed to delay implementation of the EIS pending his 
decision on the appeals. In January 1991, the Chief upheld the Regional 
Forester decision and lifted the moratorium on use of herbicides. The 
appelants listed above filed suit in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 
District of California in 1991 and the Court issued a summary judgment in 
favor of the Forest Service in 1992. The appeal to the 9th Circuit was 
submitted in October 1993, and on July 5, 1994 the court denied the appeal. 
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AS a quick overview of the R-8 program the following high points are mentioned: 


During FY93 we did approximately 72,000 acres of herbicide work, mostly 
Single a.i. applications but with tank mixes used on about 12,000 of those 
acres. Primary usage was of triclopyr, glyphosate, and hexazinone; 
imazapyr and sulfometuron methyl were also fairly common in the program. 
Site prep, release and stand improvement (TSI and WSI) accounted for most 
of the acreage treated. 


Nursery (primarily fungicide) and seed orchard (primarily insecticide) work 
continues to be a significant part of our technology transfer and 
technology development efforts. 


Training of restricted-use-pesticide applicators continues to be a major 
thrust of our program. We currently have about 450 active certificates in 
the region. 


We have initiated an attempt to determine all of the relevant (often 
conflicting) law which applies to our certification program which must 
comply with FIFRA designated State Lead Agencies in 14 states. 


We have been forced by budget to drop membership in the Auburn University 
Silvicultural Herbicide Cooperative; attempts are being made to locate the 
money to ensure that we rejoin during the next fiscal year. 


We have also dropped membership in NPIRS (National Pesticide Information 
Retrieval System) at Purdue Univ., again, due to cost. Due to other 
computer compatibility problems and a revised fee structure we do not 
anticipate rejoining this user group. 


We are in the process of recompiling our "label books" to include labels 
with the new Worker Protection Standard label statements. This should be 
accomplished before the end of the summer. We will distribute them to our 
100+ ranger districts sometime in the fall. 


We are working to determine our position and responsibilities for 
herbicides and noxious weed control in our region. Few (if any) plants 
have been declared "noxious" in R-8 states, but several exotics have become 
Significant nuisances (cogon grass, maleleuca, Brazilian pepper bush, 
privet hedge, kudzu, ti-ti, etc.). é 


We are working to determine prescriptions for the new small pocket 
Management areas (vs. 40 ac clearcuts). While there appears to be a true 
need for herbicide work in the small selection-cuts, we find that 
traditional patterns of use are often either ineffective or too effective. 


We are currently having published a Spanish version of the safety training 
publication "Safety Training for Forestry Herbicide Applicators". It 
should be available soon. 
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USDA FOREST SERVICE RESEARCH EFFORTS: 
R10/FHM & PNW/INF 


COMPETING VEGETATION 





EDWARD HOLSTEN 


I. INTRODUCTION: 


North of Yakutat, there appears to be quite a problem with competing 
vegetation on cut over lands and lands impacted by spruce beetle. In 
Prince William Sound and on maritime Sitka spruce sites of the Kenai 
Peninsula problems with Salmon-berry, fern, alders, and Devil’s Club 
abound. Also, throughout south-central and interior Alaska where the 
spruce bark beetle has caused high percentages of Overstory mortality, 
Calamagrostis sp. (Blue Joint Grass) has quickly invaded many forested 
sites. This perennial grass inhibits the regeneration of spruce and birch 
and effectively lowers soil temperature which inturn reduces growth, and 
thus vigor, of the remaining live spruce, birch, etc. 


One of our roles in Forest Health Management is to provide land Managers 
with a "tool box" of techniques to deal with pest problems. It’s up to the 
Land Manager to reponsibly select the most efficacious technique(s) while 
minimizing environmental impacts and risk to humans and wildlife. 


II. The Forest Service (Forest Health Management and the Institute of Northerm 
Forestry) initiated, in cooperation with the Department of Forestry--Oregon 
State University, a three part program dealing with competing vegetation on a 


Maritime Sitka spruce site and on an interior Alaska white spruce site near 
Fairbanks-- 


A. First objective is to determine which chemical and mechanical techniques 
provide control of competing vegetation-- 


B. Also, in 1991, Environmental Fate studies were initiated to answer the 


commonly asked question:--"What happens to this material under Alaska 
conditions??" 


C. Third, Forest Pest Management is cooperating in a Forest Service 
multi-region Risk Assessment pertaining to human health and herbicide use. 


Once these three objectives are completed, the land manager will have an 
up-to-date tool box for dealing with competing vegetation. 


Let’s look at these three objectives in more detail: 
A. In 1989, field studies were initiated in a south-central Alaska maritime 
Sitka spruce site as well as in an interior Alaska white spruce site and 


included as objectives: 


INTERIOR ALASKA WHITE SPRUCE SITE: 
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1. Determine efficacy of various conifer release treatments os aspen 
control. 


a. 2nd year results indicated that glyphosate + imazapyr & glyphosate 
alone gave good results. Mechanical control gave good one season 
control, but aspen is recovering. 


2. Determine efficacy of various conifer release treatments on grass 
control in interior Alaska. 


a. After one growing season--granular hexazinone @ 2lbs/acre gave the 
best results. 


b. Cover in hand scalped plots increased 
3. Conifer release treatments for selective control of rose and shrubs: 


a. After one season--Imazapyr @ 0.25 lb/acre and glyphosate at 0.75 
lb/acre offer best control of rose. 


4. White spruce competition study-initiated in 1990 with objectives: 


--to determine whether competition slows juvenile growth of white 
spruce seedlings on good upland sites. 


--to evaluate whether site history (i.e., fire, clear cutting, delay 
in reforestation) influences response of spruce to competition. 


--to evaluate how spruce responds to several strategies for managing 
competition. 


Three year results indicate that release from competition increased 
growth of white spruce, especially for basal area and stem volume 
growth. Differences in growth response varied by site. On the Burn 
Unit, year 3 growth increased over untreated plots for four of the 
five treatments. Only the Yr 2 release did not significantly increase 
growth. On the New Clearcut, two treatments, Weed-free and Site Prep, 
increased growth over the Untreated plots, and on the Old Clearcut, 
only the weed-free treatment resulted in Significantly greater 
growth. This pattern indicates the importance of preventing 
competition from developing. Once competing species have been allowed 
to establish, repeated release from competition is necessary for 
growth increases. Spraying followed by burning eliminated the root 
systems of some of the competitors. That coupled with warming of the 
soil appears to account for greater growth over a variety of 
treatments on the Burn unit. 


The good survival in the site preparation treatments indicate that 
lack of hardening is not the only factor affecting survival. Site 
preparatin treatments appeared to provide the most consistent and 
favorable combination of competition, survival, and frost tolerance. 


SOUTH-CENTRAL MARITIME SITKA SPRUCE SITE: 
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1. Determine if conifer release treatments can enhance growth and survival 
of spruce on naturally regenerated sites. 


a. Most herbicides (glyphosate and imazapyr) tested gave excellent 
control of Sitka alder, Salmonberry & Devil’s Club. Overall, 
glyphosate at 1 lb/acre in August gave best control. 


2. Determine if conifer release treatments can enhance growth and survival 
of planted spruce. 


a. First year results showed herbicide treatments resulted in less 


than 10% grass cover, hand scalping averaged 20% & untreated plots 
averaged 40%. 


b. Seedlings easier to plant and soil is much warmer where glyphosate 
has been applied the previous fall; suggesting that a fall site 
preparation program would have some merit since glyphosate is not only 


effective on grass, but also Sitka alder, Devil’s Club, and 
salmonberry. 


B. Environmental Fate Studies: 


a. Develop comparative estimates of rates of dissipation for 2,4-D, 


triclopyr, glyposate, hexazinone & imazapyr on soils and vegetation on 
two forested sites in Alaska. 


b. Estimate mobility of hexazinone and triclopyr in soils on high 
rainfall coastal forest sites. 


c. Develop general models of herbicide persistence based on soil 
temperature, water content, and leaching. 


C. Risk Assessment for Herbicide Use in Forest Service Regions 1,2,3,4 & 10 
& on Bonneville Power Administration Sites: 


a. Discusses risks associated with non-chemical control measures (i.e. 
manual, mechanical, biological & risks from prescribed burning). 


b. Discusses risks associated with chemical control methods. 
c. The final document should be ready within a year. 
RECENTLY ESTABLISHED SOUTH-CENTRAL ALASKA STUDIES: 
A. Fort Richardson Competition Study: 


1. To determine whether competition slows juvenile growth or reduces 
survival of planted seedlings of white spruce or paper birch. 


; 2. To evaluate how white spruce and paper birch respond to several 
strategies for managing competition. 
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3. To determine the degree to which delay in planting following 
deforestation influences competition level and degree of efficacy of 
competition control. 


.@ 
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Treatments and Methods: (1) Untreated, (2) Weed-free conditions 
maintained for 5 years, (3) Site preparatin applied the fall before 
planting, and (4) Release immediately after planting. 


) 


B. Fort Richardson Site Preparation Trials: Mature Forest Sites: 


1. To determine the relative efficacy of several mechanical and 


chemical site preparation methods for establishing spruce, willow, and 
birch: 


Treatments and Methods: (1) Blade scarification of all vegetation and 
slash, (2) Band application of herbicide in 1 meter strip along each 
planting row before planting, (3) Broadcast application of herbicide 
in fall before planting, and (4) Plant in cleared sites, no site 
preparation. 


C. Fort Richardson Site Preparation Trials: Secondary Sites: 


1. To determine the relative efficacy of several mechanical and 
chemical site preparation methods for establishing spruce, willow, and 
birch on Fort Richardson resource lands. @ 


Treatments and Methods: (1) Hydro-ax clearing, (2) Hydro-ax clearing 
plus fertilization, (3) Hyrdo-ax clearing plus herbicide for 
herbaceous control, (4) Crushing with a bulldozer, (5) Broadcast 
application of herbicide to control conifers and (6) No treatment. 


D. Fort Richardson--Test of Field Transplant Nursery Technology in 
South-central Alaska: 


1. To establish and test a field conifer transplant facility for 
quality production, on-site, at low cost, and to identify key 
practices for field transplant beds. 


Treatments and Methods: (1) Untreated, (2), Fertilizer only, (3) 
Hexazinone only and (4) Fertilizer plus hexazinone. 


Second year results indicate that the nursery bed system proved an 
effective method for growing larger seedlings in the field. 
Fertilization of the beds resulted in an average 40% gain in size at 
the end of two years over unfertilized beds. Weeding alone did not 
result in significant increases in growth and size. Interspecific 
competition in the beds was low, since Calamagrostis grass had been 
killed by an application of glyphosate prior to formation of the beds, 
and reinvasion by weeds was hampered by the high density of the 
seedlings. A subsample of the plug-2 seedlings will be transplanted 
into the field to determine overall effectiveness of the nursery bed 
method for growing seedlings to reforest areas with spruce. 
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UNITED STATES FOREST SOUTHERN FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION 
DEPARTMENT OF SERVICE DEVALL DRIVE 
AGRICULTURE 


AUBURN UNIVERSITY, AL 36849-5426 
(205) 826-8700 FAX: (205) 821-0037 


Reply to: 1350/1360 


Date: March 15, 1994 


Subject: Veg. Mgmt Meeting - Phoenix 1994 


To: DAVE THOMAS 


Dave, as you know the Southern Station’s focused vegetation management 
work is largely embedded in our research mission here at Auburn. We 
recently conducted a review of our program which strongly endorsed our 
continuing work in that area. We are in the process of developing a new 
Research Work Unit Description which has been delayed somewhat in order 


to incorporate a "longleaf pine growth «& yield" research area transferred 
from a research unit in Starkville, MS. 


Enclosed is a "current perspective" which shows an overview of where we 
are & where we are going. Even though it is dated July "93 it is still 
fairly current except for the longleaf expansion. Also enclosed is a FY 
93 technology report which summarizes our work in that area, and I will 
have some updates on that at the meeting. I will also send you a hard 


copy of our unit’s FY 93 attainment report as additional info that may be 
useful for the meeting. 


To me there are two key issues that need to be highlighted at the 
meeting. 


1. Developing institutional Support for the role of vegetation 
management/herbicides in Ecosystem Management. 


& 2. Developing program & funding support to carry out the research «& 
technology associated with this work. 


By the way, have you invited any one from the WO-FMR staff to attend the 
Phoenix meeting? 


/s/ C.K. McMahon 


CHARLES K. MCMAHON 
Project Leader 
RWU-4105 


Enclosures 
1. July ‘93 Current Perspective 
2 oe) eP ¥ee9 3 eT Te Report 
3. FY 93 Attainment Report [hard copy] 
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July 1993 


U.S. Forest Service Research Work Unit 80-4105 
Vegetation Management Research Project - Auburn, AL 


A Current Perspective 
C.K. McMahon, Project Leader 


In 1987, the Forest Service Vegetation Management Research Project at 
Auburn, AL conducted a program review and revised its Research Work Unit 
Description (RWUD). The RWUD is a formal Forest Service document which sets 
forth a strategic direction (divided into problem areas) for the research 
unit. This is typically followed by a more detailed problem analysis in 
which specific studies are proposed for problem resolution. As a result of 
the program review in 1987 the formal title of the project was changed from 
"Control of Undesirable Vegetation in Southern Pine Forests" to 
"Environmental Impacts and Ecosystem Responses to Vegetation Management in 
Southern Forestry." This change gave more visibility to the environmental 
and ecological context of studies underway in contrast to the more narrow 
silvicultural focus of the previous title. The review lead to the selection 
of the following two broad "problem areas" to be addressed by the unit 
scientists. 


Problem 1 "lack of knowledge about environmental fate and ecosystem 
impacts of forestry herbicides limits their use in the 
South." 


We now refer to this research problem area by the shorter title: 


Environmental fate and ecosystem impacts of forest 
herbicides 


Problem 2 "lack of knowledge of integrated vegetation management 
prescriptions for pine and pine-hardwood forests and their 
short- and long-term multi-resource benefits limit their 
acceptance and use in non-industrial southern forestry." 


We now refer to this research problem by the shorter title: 


Vegetation management research and prescription development 
for southern forest ecosystems 


In addition to the two vegetation management problems areas listed 
above, the project has the responsibility to continue the long-term longleaf 
studies and demonstrations established by a closed out research project 
formally located at Brewton, AL. The Forest Service classifies this type of 
carry-over work as a "mission problem." We refer to this work in our 
program summaries as: 

1 


a = ee aa? on creer yiet 
ror>-08 siad Axum detmenet wolves Jervot .2.0 
4A \areded - Jpe(ov® dozerse”d daemegensli antterepe9 


evinoequret daar A 


Th ANG LOTT soIekEsR Jasmepaa™ moh seteReV SoLvZee suorcT HHI . Fees ©! 
ist) fact dveneng@ €3i Denivet bas velves maxpeTe & betauhaos UA mucho 
elon deidv tmomumeb ocivxe? Jee10% (atzot wo ef CUNR off (ayud) gokogi toeet 
a a2 to? (neete meldony cant bablveh) nottverth sigedette @ 220% 
ai eivylace meatdcag Delisiah wiom & yd Bewolto’ yileoigys ai eta? t bri 
ho Jivera 8 Wh .olsyioaet muldong Jol Sesequeg OFF selbyda 2hsoeqs oy i dw 
movi henmedo dew toeforg eds do ef3bd Teered ef2 TOCE ni wotve? Naieey ety 
@3 enlt csadzset af aattategeY eldyrivetiad te fextac’” 
2 Jtemegonel aGtIntageY oF Gaaroqesk audaywors Sae eID egal ladvomays ives" 
lethomnereene a3 of yiilidiety esur even epneto cat? *. eusaedo Clpeds uct 
SGEten £608 ART Of Jeextao> at yavistow eethuje to 2202000 fact eeleoes wrte 
nelsosios of9 at bari esives eff 01343 supive<q eda Jo w20? lexuvtinoivite 
giay afta yd bassestba o¢ of “sands weisorwg" beor cows gaiwollo) oly to 


-ateirtnaloe 

maseyeons Gia aga levanwmocivne suede eghelwoat Je teel* - £ asidoz? 
edi ef enw thety wsietl sebinideed <13200n!2 to stor 
: * @dsouws 


smite tedtade ect yd eer meidowy dousenen @163 63 sete: won 98 


Jae=8 Jo ejvegmt sesayeone ben ote iarscomnorival 


sehiot dvd 
Soomepaass antonieqgew ker Qo eptateond 30 doel* © sptdoxt 
sad? DOA adarnd . ne eakg 303 wroitg2 mess 
sreds simkl atntoaed & 2 maed-gesl bas -d tote 
*.yaeteet@S moedtvoe -non ol eu Sue some) qecoe 


sw) cownceia eis yd meidosy doseeent eity of 49332 wou oW 





4 . _% - 4 = ! 
’ 


Longleaf Pine Ecology and Management 


Also included as a part of this carry-over "mission problem" is the 
responsibility for administration and management of the 3,000 acre Escambia 
Experimental Forest near Brewton, AL. 


Our project staff is now formally organized into three teams to address 
the three identified problem areas. Dr. Jerry Michael leads the Problem 1 
team and Dr. Jim Miller the Problem 2 team. Dr. Bill Boyer leads the 
Longleaf mission problem and continues to spend approximately 25 percent of 
his time on Problem 2 studies, primarily in the prescribed burning area. In 
1992, a one year extension (over the normal 5-year term of a RWUD) was 
granted for our research program. 


We are now at a point where we need to step back and re-examine our 
research direction and revise and update our RWUD. The question/issues we 
need to address and for which we seek your comments and recommendations are 
primarily broad questions such as: 


Do we need major revisions to our mission and problem areas or 
just some fine tuning? 


Are we addressing the most important environmental, ecological, 
and silvicultural vegetation management issues? 


What broad "problem areas" should be addressed in these next 5 
years. 


But we also seek your views on specific questions and study needs such as: 
Are there studies in place you would like to see sustained? 


Are there specific new issues or studies which need to be 
addressed. 


The issues related to the continuation of our long-term longleaf 
mission problem will not be a central part of the discussion planned for 
September 14th. That work will be addressed separately by the Southern 
Station in conjunction with the proposed "Longleaf Pine Ecosystem 
Restoration" project. This is a joint proposal by the USFS Southern and 
Southeastern Stations and the USFS Southern Region (Region 8) which is still 
pending approval and funding. 


From past experience, I know the assembled group on September 14th will 
identify more things to do "than are doable" and we will probably identify 
some topics that may not easily translate into "researchable approaches." 
Some of that ambiguity will be sorted out when we prepare a detailed 
"problem analysis" which will follow the "problem identification and 
selection" and "RWUD rewrite" steps. 
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In order to provide an insight to the style and format of a RWUD, we 
have included a copy of our soon to expire RWUD. In addition to that 
information and the program highlights to be presented on September 14th, 


the following comments may help to prompt a question or observation from 
you. 


A. Problem 1 





1. At the present time this problem area is the only one in the Forest 
Service formally chartered to conduct environmental fate research for forest 


herbicides. As such, the work has national application for both public and 
private forestry clients. 


2. The current support staff and laboratory resources available at the 
Auburn lab are uniquely suited to conduct herbicide residue analyses and 
allied method development work. This capability enables studies to be 
conducted under EPA mandated Good Laboratory Practice (GLP) regulation, and 
permits timely evaluation of new technology for herbicide monitoring. 


3. Presently Problem 1 is broadly stated giving it sufficient 
flexibility to adjust and respond to shifting priority research programs 
ranging from the Southern Forest Productivity Program in 1987 to New 
Perspectives (now Ecosystem Management) in 1991-92. 


4. Reflecting an adjustment to shifting priorities, the work in 
Problem 1 is now more holistic and multi-disciplined as compared to just a 
few years ago. The "forest dissipation" studies which traced the movement 
and fate of the chemical herbicides (and metabolites) continues. However, 
this work is now conducted in collaboration with scientific partners who 
provide additional talent and resources to address a wider range of 
objectives such as, the direct and indirect effects of forest herbicides to 
aquatic and riparian ecosystems. 


5. Just a few years ago, the information derived from problem one 
studies was used to support the risk assessment process for several U.S. 
Forest Service vegetation management environmental impact statements. We 
are now focusing on compiling the findings of several fate studies into more 
comprehensive peer reviewed reports. At the same time, we are giving more 
attention to dealing with the misperceptions that surround forest herbicides 
and the bias this creates in the minds of the general public and policy 
makers. Thus, project scientists are devoting more time to 
"trouble-shooting" operational problems, advocating risk communication 
strategies, and supporting technology transfer mechanisms (workshops, 
symposia, etc.). 


6. The problem 1 research team is currently heavily committed to 
support the water quality objectives associated with the comprehensive 
"Ecosystem Management" study plan for the Ozark/Ouachita National Forests. 
The Phase II work (begun in 1991) is expected to continue for several 
years. Allied studies will also be conducted on the Alum Creek Experimental 
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collaborative work has now expanded into a more holistic ook on how 
competition treatments affect soil nitrogen, carbon storaye, nutrient 
transfer, and floristic diversity. A manuscript summarizing plant 
succession during the first 8 years has been completed recently. Future 
analyses will examine the relationship between vegetation management 


treatments and; wood properties, the occurrence of fusiform rust, and 
climate-growth interactions. 


6. In recent years, the scope and study objectives associated with 
Problem 2 have also adjusted to new priorities. We have begun to move 
beyond the classical silvicultural focus of "prescription development and 
crop-tree response" to a broader and deeper search for understanding how 
forest ecosystems respond to vegetation management treatments. Thus we have 
sought out opportunities to superimpose new objectives on to existing 
long-term studies. In addition, the Problem 2 team is also committed to 
support the vegetation management objectives associated with the U.S. Forest 


Service Ecosystem Management project on the Ozark/Ouachita National Forest 
in Arkansas. 


7. While the work in Problem 2 deals predominately with herbicides as 
a Vegetation Management option, other options are also being investigated. 
The role of long-term periodic prescribed burning for woody vegetation 
control in longleaf ecosystems is a continuing activity. The initial focus 
of this work was to determine the long-term response of longleaf pine to 
dormant and growing season burns. In future work, we would like to examine 
the effects of the fire treatments on other resources, such as the 
associated plant community and soil properties. Other studies which look at 
mechanical, manual, and biological (goats) options for special situations 
help to round out an integrated approach to vegetation management. 


As a final comment, I should reveal our own personal bias for the 
future direction of our vegetation management program. 


ake We feel we have properly anticipated and adapted to the expanding 
environmental/ecological agenda which surround both public and 
private forest management issues. Thus we do not see any need for 
a major shift in our research direction within the constraints of 
our present staff resources. 


Pa We have carved out two important and successful niche areas in our 
current problem selection and are open to additional "adaptation" 
and "fine tuning" to meet projected needs. We continue to support 
broad rather than narrow problem statements to allow sufficient 
flexibility to meet shifting priorities over the next 5 years. 


3 While we have made major recent commitments to support the 
National Forest System Ecosystem Management program in Arkansas, 
we must also remain committed to the needs of the state and 
private sector. It is the private sector which contains over 70% 
of the forest resource opportunities in the South. 
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4. We must find new ways to develop and finance multi-disciplined 
cooperative research efforts that permit a more holistic approach 
to understanding how forest vegetation management treatments 
affect forest resources (both "above" and "below" the ground) . 


Sa We firmly believe in the continuation of our long-term studies, 
and where possible, the expansion of these studies to address 


multi-resource issues such as biodiversity, soil productivity, and 
water quality. 


Whether you agree or disagree, I welcome your comments. I look forward to 
hearing from you... in writing by August 20th and also at our September 14th 
meeting. A complete bibliography of project publications and a display of 
our technology transfer accomplishments will be provided at the meeting. 
Please call me (205-826-8700) if you need additional information about our 
program. 
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UNITED STATES FOREST SOUTHERN FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION 
DEPARTMENT OF SERVICE DEVALL DRIVE 
AGRICULTURE AUBURN UNIVERSITY, AL 36849-5426 


(205) 826-8700 FAX: (205) 821-0037 


See a eee eres if ere) ing cart! ficac 
Reply to: 1320 Date: September 8, 1993 


Subject: Technology Transfer Report 
To: JAMES PERDUE 
Assistant Director - PA 
Enclosed are the five most significant technology transfer accomplishments 
in FY93 for SO-4105. Also, enclosed is a summary table of other TT 
accomplishments for the unit. 
Instructions for the table need to be more explicit. What is the difference 


between a speech and a lecture/seminar? What is meant by Training courses? 
There is too much guess work needed to properly fill out the table. 


/s/ C.K. McMahon 
CHARLES K. McMAHON 
Project Leader 


RWU- 4105 


cc: AD-E 





dR - te J4 .YPTasevIeD MEDEA Tul 

veo (Gab) ay oceans Taek) a5 
CS ed eae nee : er - - —_ - _- a 
feey 4 vetiestes@ = 2aTAG ) Me OLep- Pod VIqek 





tue xstensal yooleouiagt |; Sos(due 


SONS DaMAy> . oT 
aa “s40e2tC dmsleieza 


riimdaliqnoses teteret 3 Yio lonitors toures igolro Judm avis Slt ote hep Chega 
»! 


7 yadtvo 46 wided yretiess a ef beeninns ,oal@ 20i¥~t A re 
; Lt 6635 907 ea2 yon S 


eonexst320 of9 Gi cadW .sioifexs s20m sc O31 besn side? Sno rf S5Glscir sani 
& aoe nd 


feseryon tetnlest yo drag ei jadw Stadinen suvgoed: «.fre dogeue = 
wind edo gum fit) viceqozn of bebson Aicw ‘gesip dolm G07 21 exsnt 


aoteMemM .4.5 +e 


HORAMOM BS IRABOD 
febesl aoetard 


20th UWA 
2 
S-GA (90° 
A 7 7 
. 7 | ; 





The following are the five most significant technology transfer 
accomplishments in FY93 from SO-4105 


- Published and distributed a comprehensive pesticide training manual 
"PESTS AND PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT ON SOUTHERN FORESTS." This manual was 
prepared to assist the southern states in providing certification 
training for forestry pesticide applicators. An ad hoc committee was 
formed by the Southern Group of State Foresters to review and compile 
available information into a generic training aid. Committee members 
included representatives from the Southern Station, Region 8, 
university, extension, and state forestry commissions. Editorial 
assistance was provided by Region 8. Approximately 4,000 copies have 
been distributed to date. (SO-4105) 


= In collaboration with the Southeastern Station (SE-4106) two research 
summaries were published "Herbicide Dissipation Studies in Southern 

5 Forests Ecosystems" and "Fate, Dissipation and Environmental Effects of 
Pesticides in Southern Forests: A review of a Decade of Research 
Progress." These reports published in Environmental Toxicology & 

] Chemistry in 1993 summarize over ten years of watershed-scale research 
on the fate of forestry pesticides used mainly under operational 
conditions throughout the southern United States. Results indicate 
that under normal use conditions and when properly applied, forest 

j pesticides do not pose a significant adverse risk to environmental 
quality. (SO-4105) 


- SO-4105 continues to provide support to university sponsored continuing 
education programs in the South which deal with the proper use, current 
technology, and environmental impact of forest herbicides. In FY 1993 
workshops in Alabama (2), Georgia (1), and South Carolina (1) were 
supported by 5 presentations and one demonstration given by two unit 
scientists. This work is an integral part of the planned activities of 
the Region 8 - SO Station Technology Transfer Plan: Ground Application 
of Forestry Herbicide II. (S0O-4105) 


- In April 1993 two unit scientists supported the Air and Water Quality 
seminar sponsored by the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service (Auburn 
University) with presentations on Effects of Forestry Smoke on Air 
Quality and BMP’s SMZ’s and Water Quality. The seminar was aimed at 
providing technical information on forest management practices to other 
professionals responsible for providing information on these topics to 
the general public. (S0O-4105) 


- Increasing interest in restoring the longleaf pine ecosystem throughout 
the Southeast has led to an increasing number of technology transfer 
activities related to the regeneration and management of this species. 
In FY93 these included participation in: 4 longleaf workshops, 1 each 
in Alabama, Georgia, Florida, and North Carolina, with a total of over 
700 attendees; 2 training courses for National Forest personnel; anda 
seminar for a new ecological research organization. Four tours on 
longleaf pine silviculture and ecology were conducted on the Escambia 
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Experimental Forest. Assistance with longleaf pine regeneration and 
management problems was provided to 2 military installations through on-site 


Var aco and to a 3rd through review of a draft forest management plan. 
SO-4105) 
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TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER ACCOMPLISHMENT SUMMARY 


Fiscal Year 1993 


TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER ACTIVITIES 


Technology transfer teams participating on 


Slide shows or videotapes 

Computer software 

Poster éxhibits 

Speeches/presentations 
Lectures/seminars [included in speeches] 
Workshops/conferences conducted/supported 
Training courses (supported) 

Training manual 

Scientists/students sponsored 
Consultations/assistance provided 

Tours provided 

Library services/information requests 
Seed/seedlings requests 


Technology transfer award winners 


Total # 





a 


HEE 


[oe] 
5a) 


HH 






; | lk a yi - - : a 
7 ® - 1] eps > - 
; . if - to Te = . 
: 2 Nghe _ ph eo 8 ~apien we a ae 
: 7 . “® ‘ agen) - oe deere 
7 ; a a - 













em WO Sal ; 

eis bazroqegee’ bevoutnns saute s ines agoden tow 

—— _ (Retzegave) eeetvce oniakeat 

See | Sone paaster? 

a Lesouriegs sdaehise sim) te ine 

23 batievity sonastteas\ sent ss Ieenl2 

te a | : babivoug exvar 

ml Eh. ; _ Badeupes aottwessBp) \asc tvsee ‘ytenditc 

| eaen Dee GS tgda epee bese 

7 . a es Stomitw bans setecs7 7 veo forioar 





B. COMMITTEE MEMBERS ADDRESSES 





mee _ 
: ce 
7 > ° : 
j a 
_ ; 7 : 
7 a [= be 
7 7 
-_ 
_ 
: 7 
- 
7 > 7 
7 
ae _ 7 
0 _ : 
.: 
7 
o 
* 1 
{ 
Al 
5 
ors) 7 
= . 
(wae 7 * 
@ _ 
. _. _— 
De 
> - 





« 


Sa SS SS 7 


Socery Be Sencar Tanes Pay, 
Herbicides and Pesticides 


ISSUE The use of chemicals to control forest pests 
within the context of forest Management can greatly 
increase the Productivity and growth of forests. How- 
ever, the public perceives herbicides and pesticides to 
be a threat to the overall health of people and the envi- 
ronment, and sometimes does not support their use. 


BA CK GR OUND Competing vegetation and 


harmful epidemic levels of insects are significant 
impediments to forest health and Productivity. Com- 
peting vegetation can greatly reduce the establishment 
and growth of desired forest trees. Forest insects also 
threaten forest health. Insects such as the Gypsy moth 
may actively destroy a tree by feeding on its foliage. 
Other insects may serve as a host for a tree disease, 
such as the elm bark beetle that carries and transmits 
Dutch elm disease. 


In addition to enhancing timber Production potentials, 
pest management and vegetation control are often nec- 
essary to achieve a broad range of benefits such as 
enhanced wildlife habitat, watershed management, 
forage production for livestock, and control of exotic 
and noxious species. Herbicides and pesticides are 
often the most effective tool to Manage and minimize 
the effect of forest pests. 


Herbicides and pesticides need careful evaluation and 
application to ensure they are used safely. Hazard 
evaluation requires considering both the chemical tox- 
icity and the potential exposure of nontarget plants, 
animals, water, and humans. 


The federal government regulates pesticide use under 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act (FIFRA). This law was substantially revised in 
1972 and amended in 1988. Current FIFRA regulations 
require that all pesticide products be registered with 


20 


the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) before 
they may be sold. Before the EPA can register a pesti- 
cide, the product must be tested for its potential to 
cause cancer, infertility, sterility, birth defects, nerve 
damage, genetic mutations, or chronic disease. In 1988, 
Congress approved legislation that requires the EPA to 
reregister all active ingredients of pesticides originally 
registered before November 1, 1984. 


Disagreement continues between those who believe 
herbicide and pesticide use should be severely 
restricted and those who believe safe application will 
Promote forest growth and Productivity. Also debated 
is the applicator’s ability and/or willingness to apply 
herbicides and pesticides safely and responsibly. 


Herbicides and Pesticides are only two of many avail- 
able vegetative and pest controls. Prescribed fire and 
mechanical, silvicultural, and biological methods, 
alone or in combination, are also effective control mea- 
sures in certain situations. In some areas, federal 
courts have restricted federal use of herbicides, stating 
they are to be used Only after integrated use of the 
alternative controls mentioned above has been 
attempted. This integrated pest management concept 
is the primary thrust of current pest management 
research and a strategy that is being implemented on 
both public and private forestlands, 


P OSITI ION The Society of American Foresters sup- 
ports the use of EPA registered herbicides and Pesticides 
in the forest environment when they are environmentally 
safe, cost effective, necessary to control targeted vegeta- 
tion and forest pests and applied according to the label 
directions. Measures to ensure responsible application of 
herbicides and pesticides are also needed. Choice and 
cost of alternatives to pest management and vegetation 
control depend on resource Management objectives. 
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WEST COAST REGIONAL CENTER 
PO. Box 458 

Corvallis, OR 97339 

(503) 752-8801 

FAX: (503) 752-8806 





NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE PAPER INDUSTRY FOR AIR AND STREAM IMPROVEMENT, INC. 


June 30, 1994 


Dave Thomas 

Forest Pest Management Staff 
USDA Forest Service 

PO Box 96090 

Washington, DC 20090-6090 


Dear Dave, 


Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the recent 
National Vegetation Management Steering Committee meeting. It 
was an excellent group and I thoroughly enjoyed the discussions. 
Enclosed are materials promised. 


Best Wishes, 


iS 


George Ice 
Research Forest Hydrologist 


enclosures 

cc: Dr. Mike Newton 
Dio dC kaha Lis, 
Mike Truax 
Dr. Alan Lucier 
Julie Thompson 
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REPORT TO THE NATIONAL VEGETATION MANAGEMENT STEERING COMMITTEE? 


George Ice, PhD? 
I INTRODUCTION 


NCASI is an environmental research Organization which is 
funded to develop solutions to environmental problems facing the 
forest products industry. Current forest-related research includes 
projects on: 


(1) water quality, 

(2) watershed cumulative effects, 

(3) the use of chemicals in seed orchards and nurseries, 
(4) wildlife, 

(5) wetlands, 

(6) air quality, 

(7) forest health and sustainability, 

(8) forestland disposal of solid waste, and 

(9) global climate change. 


NCASI has been involved in mill-related research since 1943 
and forestland environmental research since 1977. Some forest 
chemical issues that NCASI has addressed include: (1) an 
assessment of the potential for groundwater contamination 
associated with (a) nursery operations and (b) the use of 
hexazinone for site preparation; (2) streamwater sample collection 
options for estimating 24-hr exposures from herbicides and the use 
of trace-enrichment cartridges; and (3) development of monitoring 
guidelines to assess stream protection associated with aerial 
application of herbicides. NCASI, in cooperation with the USDA 
Forest Service, is currently developing an extensive computer 
literature database dealing with forest practices and water quality 
protection which includes literature on forest chemical use. 


II INFORMATION NEEDS 


We recognize a need for leadership by Forest Service 
researchers on environmental protection associated with aerial 
chemical applications. There is a need to support appropriate 
forest chemical treatments on state and private lands, when those 
treatments are consistent with good stewardship, economic needs, 
and landowner desires. There is a concern that vegetation 
management approaches adopted by the USDA Forest Service will be 


‘Radisson Hotel, Tempe, Arizona (June 15-16,1994). 
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for Air and Stream Improvement, P.O. Box 458, COorvalbisexOReSiees 
(503-752-8801; FAX 503-752-8806). 
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viewed as the "best" management approaches for all lands. Aerial 
application of herbicides will continue to be used by the industry 
because of its human and environmental safety, relatively low 
costs, and efficacy. The Forest Service needs to continue to 
provide the research leadership which can minimize environmental 
hazards associated with these chemical applications. 


An example of the potential domino impacts of Forest Service 
decisions is a series of meetings in Washington to develop 
appropriate forest practice rules to avoid contamination of streams 
from aerial applications of forest chemicals. At a meeting of the 
Timber/Fish/Wildlife (TFW) Water Quality Steering Committee, a 
recommendation that the state adopt the FEMAT buffer requirements 
for state and private lands in Washington was narrowly defeated. 
This recommendation came with almost no review of the resource 
consequences or benefits of the buffers when compared to existing 


requirements. Given suggestions of up to 250 ft spray buffers 
around riparian management zones, forestland owners could have been 
facing up to 550 ft no-spray buffers. The Forest Service has 


historically provided the environmental research which has 
demonstrated the utility of spray buffers to avoid direct entry of 
forest chemicals in streams. This work needs to continue to refine 
our ability to protect streams and other resources while still 
maintaining flexibility in how we achieve those objectives. A more 
complete discussion of the TFW review of forest practices for 
forest chemicals is attached. 


The TFW review of forest practices has prompted a number of 
specific needs for refinement in the USDA Forest Service supported 
FSCBG model. FSCBG is widely accepted as the best model currently 
available to assess deposition and drift from aerial applications. 
Although very useful, it is limited by lack of a stream component 
and the flexibility to address complex terrain and buffer 
conditions. A wish list for FSCBG is shown below: 


(1) Finalize and release the complex terrain module. 


(2) Provide a model that can predict drop size distribution 
based on nozzle type and orifice size, nozzle 
orientation, spray system pressure, aircraft velocity, 
spray mix composition or any other critical variable. 


(3) Provide for non-vegetated spray areas and vegetated 
buffers around streams. 


(4) Develop and install a stream model which provides for 
dispersion/advection/adsorption/decay in streams. Test 
this model under field conditions. 


Much of the environmental protection measures now routinely 
used were adopted as a result of the USDA Forest Service 
environmental research efforts. We hope that those efforts can 
continue to provide options to state and private forestland 
Managers as well as federal forests. 
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WATER QUALITY PROTECTION WITH THE USE OF 
HERBICIDES IN FOREST SITE PREPARATION 


George Ice, PhD* and Walter Megahan’ 


ak INTRODUCTION 


The aerial application of herbicides has been used as an 
effective tool to control unwanted plants in forests for decades. 
Early research found that avoiding direct application of 
chemicals into streams was the most effective means of preventing 
stream contamination. Despite an exemplary record of water- 
quality protection and lack of mechanisms for long-term impacts, 
there continues to be public concern about aerial herbicide spray 
programs. This paper will summarize recent monitoring projects 
to assess the effectiveness of operations to prevent spray 
introductions to streams. It will then discuss buffer width and 
management options to further reduce introduction of chemicals to 
streams. Finally, the paper will highlight some of the other 
water-quality issues associated with spray programs. 


ZL EARLY RESEARCH ON PROTECTING STREAMS 


The pathway of entry for a chemical into streamwater isa 
function of the forest environment, the characteristics of the 
chemical used, the application variables, and the care used in 
the application. Direct application over water and eSck beet Gleh =e) 
water have been shown to be by far the most important mechanisms 
for delivery of chemicals to streams. 


Even before buffers were commonly used, Newton reported that 
stream monitoring rarely found concentrations of herbicides 
exceeding 50 mg/L in forest streams (1). Early research by the 
USDA Forest Service in Oregon found that buffers could be used to 
effectively avoid direct entry of chemicals. This was especially 
important in swampy areas or in areas with high drainage 
densities, where rapid expansion of the channel system could 
cause introduction of chemicals. Some of the highest 
concentrations of herbicides ever observed occurred when heavy 
rainfall immediately followed a spray operation (2,200 mg/L for 
2,4,5-T in Arkansas) (2). A classic demonstration of buffer 
effectiveness was a study by Norris comparing the West Myrtle 
spray project with Camp Creek (3)) 3 





lpesearch Forest Hydrologist, NCASI PO Box 458, Corvallis, OR 
(503-752-8801). 


2cWE Program Manager, NCASI 615 W St., Port Townsend, WA 98368 
(206-379-9915). 
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"The 600-acre West Myrtle treatment area contained 
several live streams, while the Camp Creek Unit 
boundaries were close to but did not include live 
streams. The concentrations and persistence of 2,4-D 
in Myrtle Creek were similar to those observed in 
western Oregon ...when live streams were included in 
treatment areas. The concentration of 2,4-D in Camp 
Creek were similar to those found at many locations in 
western Oregon where live streams were ... excluded 
from treatment areas" (4). 


ALAC ® OPERATIONAL MONITORING OF WATER-QUALITY PROTECTION 


The understanding that contamination of forest streams could 
be greatly reduced thrcugh the use of buffer strips around live 
streams led to adoption of forest practice rules requiring buffer 
strips and climatic conditions suitable for controlled 
applications. For the last two decades monitoring has been 
conducted to determine whether aerial applications of herbicides 
in forest are protecting water quality. One of the most 
monitoring regions has been northern California where the North 
Coast Water Quality Control Board has been requiring monitoring 
of all aerial spray operations. In the last four years that 
program has never shown concentrations that exceed the 
operational standard for herbicides of 10 ppb. The highest 
concentrations observed have occurred following the first major 
rain events after spray operations. This indicates that buffers 
are being very effective in avoid direct entry of chemicals into 
live streams. 


Both Oregon and Washington have recently completed studies 
to assess the effectiveness of the forest practices rules in 
protecting water quality associated with spray operations. In 
Oregon previous studies had shown a high degree of stream 
protection. From 1980 to 1987, 153 water samples were collected 
from various forest operations. Of these 86 percent showed no 
detectable residue or residues less than 0.001 mg/L (5). 
Although these resuiti were encouraging, it was difficuit to 
assess the effectiveness of the program because monitoring 
protocols differed between sites and spray conditions were 
irregularly reported. 


To address these concerns the state monitored 50 herbicide 
spray operations throughout Western Oregon. Standardized 
collection protocol were used at each site to get samples that 
could approximate the 24-hour average concentration. The state 
further requested that Drs. Logan Norris and Frank Dost of Oregon 
State University provide the state with water quality criteria 
suitable for assessing the results of this study. Results of 
this project found that herbicides could not be detected in 83 
percent of the samples. Although this appears similar to the 
earlier results it must be remembered that herbicide minimum 
detection have been improved. The highest concentration detected 
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(24-hr mean) was 0.0026 mg/L. Concentrations detected were 2 to 
30 times below the recommended water quality criteria. 


A number of factors were considered which may have 
contributed to introduction of chemicals in streams. Some of the 


most important factors may have been time of year for application 
and wind direction. 


"Atrazine and triclopyr are commonly used in dormant 
and early foliar application. All seven of the 
applications using these herbicides where chemicals 
reached the streams were conducted in March and April. 
It is possible that during early spring the weather 
conditions are more unstable and erratic. Class II 
drainages in the spray target areas are carrying more 
water at that time compared to later in the spray 
season. Both overstory and understory deciduous canopy 
cover may be absent or not fully developed in the early 


spring. The other two applications with positive 
traces of herbicides detected occurred in May and 
August." 


"The forest practice rules require operators to collect 
and document wind, temperature, and relative humidity 
measurements during the spray application. Under the 
forest practice rules, chemical applications must occur 
in wind speeds less than five miles per hour. Below 
this standard, the results indicated that wind speeds 
did not seem to be a factor in determining the 
likelihood of herbicide drift. In contrast to wind 
speed, it appears that the potential for spray drift 
toward a stream is reduced if the dominant wind 
direction is favorable (ie:, towards the spray unit 
from the non-target area). Neutral wind conditions 
(i.e., calm or parallel to the stream) seem to be 
slightly less likely to result in herbicide reaching 
the water than unfavorable winds (i.e., towards the 
stream from the spray unit)" (5). 


While this extensive monitoring project was being conducted 
in Oregon, the Washington Timber/Fish/Wildlife (TFW) Program 
sponsored an intensive monitoring project to assess the 
effectiveness of Washington’s Forest Practice Rules in preventing 
contamination of streams. First, the TFW project cooperated with 
Oregon by expanding the scope of the Norris and Dost review of 
water quality criteria. The result of that effort was "Proposed 
Surface Water Quality Criteria for Selected Pesticides Used for 
Forest Management and Management of Forest Tree Seedling 
Nurseries and Christmas Tree Plantations in Oregon and 


Washington" (6). This document presents criteria for commonly 
used forest chemicals, both to protect human health and also 
stream organisms. Second, the TFW project intensively monitored 


seven spray sites. Excellent information was collected on 
climatic conditions, helicopter flight paths, type of aircraft 
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and nozzle configuration, and site conditions during and after 
the spray project. Of the six forest herbicide spray operations 
monitoring (the seventh site involved insecticides and fungicides 
on Christmas Trees), none of the sites had chemical 
concentrations in excess of the recommended water quality 
criteria. But, the operations were judge to be in violation of 
the label requirements as determined by the state Department of 
Agriculture and in violation of the Forest Practices Rules which 
require that operators avoid "...drift causing direct entry to 
waters or Riparian Management Areas." Maximum instantaneous 
herbicide concentration detected during this project was 0.0076 
Bate and maximum 24-hr. average concentration was less than 0.001 
mg/L. 


IV MANACEMENT OPTIONS TO REDUCE WATER-QUALITY IMPACTS 


Washington has recently convened a Forest Pesticides 
Technical Advisory Group to evaluate the results of the TFW 
project and other information and recommend revisions to the 
rules related to forest herbicide spray operations. Most of the 
concern is focusing on three issues: (1) the width of the 
buffer; (2) nozzle and application variables to minimize small 
droplet formation and reduce the amount of drift; and (3) 
identification of active ephemeral watercourses. 


The width necessary to effectively buffer a stream from 
herbicide applications will vary greatly depending on the size of 
droplets, height of application, and especially wind direction. 
One proposal would be to have varying width buffers to allow near 
stream spray operations on a stream with favorable wind 
directions and greater buffering on a side with unfavorable wind 
directions. The Technical Advisory Committee is considering the 
use of the aerial spray model, FSCBG to model different 
conditions for spray operations as a means of testing possible 
options. 


Droplet size can greatly influence the distance of drift. 
FSCBG uay also be used to test possible scenarivus of different 
nozzle types, orientations, speeds, pressures, and other spray 
variables to assess droplet sizes and fate. There is concern 
that the rules minimize small droplet formation without 
sacrificing the efficacy of the chemical. 


The difficulty of identifying small watercourses from the 
air could also be contributing to introduction of chemicals to 
streams. Improved methods of assessing possible open waters on 
spray operations and documenting their locations may be 
recommended. 
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V CONCLUSIONS 


| Operators have been remarkable successful in avoiding the 
introduction of chemicals into forest streams. Despite this 
record new modifications to the forest practice rules continue to 
be considered including changes in buffer requirements, 
implementation of controls on drop size, and better 
identification of open waters. Other possible concerns that must 
be considered in the future are impacts to riparian vegetation 
and groundwater impact from the use of relatively mobile 
chemicals such as atrazine and hexazinone. 
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Auburn University Silvicultural Herbicide Cooperative 


Summary of Survey Results 


The results of both our Environmental Impact Research Subcommittee 
(EIRS) and Auburn University Silvicultural Herbicide Cooperative (AUSHC) 
membership surveys are enclosed. Most of our members responded to both of the 
Surveys which we sent out in the middle of this summer. In addition, we sent 


the EIRS survey to 52 agencies and organizations, and received 21] responses 
back. 


cERR 


AUSHC Survey 


The AUSHC membership survey was analyzed several different Ways. 
Generally, we found that the relative rankings of the issues did not change a 
great deal among the different analyses. Therefore, we felt that the average 
numeric ranking (O-not important, 10-important) for the 50 issues provided a 
reliable way to rank the issues (see attached tables). We did not attempt to 
rank the issues by who would accomplish the research, or by how much 
involvement there was among all the members for each issue. These questions 
need to be worked out eventually by our members at our annual meeting, and 
through our subcommittees and their actual project proposals. 


; The survey results show that many issues were considered important by 
ke our members, but that other faculty at Auburn, rn, or other organizations should 
do the actual research. The Coop’s ;i-ong suit is coordinating and pooling 
resources for research, and providiny guidance or technical assistance. Thus 
we feel that the Coop and other faculty can effectively and efficiently work 
together with other organizations to answer the issues that are broad-ranged 
and complex, or not within our expertise. We have the knowledge to zero in on 
the right questions that really need answering, and effectively plan for and 
guides themspecialistsin their specitic area of study. 


The results of the AUSHC membership survey show a diverse set of 
interests among our members. All of the broad issue areas were represented in 
the top 25 issues, i.e. herbicide testing, vegetation response and interaction 
effects of herbicides, environmental impacts, practical techniques, enhanced 
communications, and economic/policy issues. Herbicide testi vegetation 
responses, andi jon effects have historically been the main objectives 

or our Coop. -According to the survey results these three issués ranked in 
the top 4 issues, which shows a strong continuing interest in these areas. 
The School of Forestry and the Coop are currently studying a few specific 
issues that would fit under the other three broad areas. Still, there remains 
many important concerns and questions chasing after very scarce man-hours and 
funds. 


EIRS Survey 


The ranking of the top seven EIRS issues was very similar between our 
members and the outside organizations for the survey results. The basic fe 
priority of the issues for both groups could be listed as follows: water 
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quality and wetlands, environmental benefits of herbicides, herbicide fate and 
dissipation, enhanced communications, and wildlife impacts. There was, 
however, disagreement on the ranking of threatened and endangered species, and 
biodiversity between the two groups within the top seven issues. The last 10 
issues had a much more varied ranking between the groups. 


The EIRS results were ranked by averaging the numeric responses for all 
members, for each issue. In general, the other organizations and the AUSHC 
members had a very similar range in scores. The other organizations had a 
relatively close range of scores for the top 12 issues (8.62-7.00). The AUSHC 
members had a wider range across all the issues. Our members gave wetlands 
and water quality a relatively high ranking compared to the other scores in 
their survey. 


Masterplan 


The results from these two surveys, with special emphasis given to the 
membership survey, have been incorporated into the revised AUSHC masterplan. 
The objectives of the masterplan embody the priorities of the two surveys, but 
remain broad-based to allow for a range of issues to be addressed. 
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AUBURN UNIVERSITY SILVICULTURAL HERBICIDE COOPERATIVE MEMBERSHIP SURVEY RESULTS 


, ISSUES ARE SORTED IN DESCENDING ORDER OF IMPORTANCE, ACCORDING TO THEIR AVERAGE RANKING SCORE 
SS Sg re a a a a ee ee 
NO. OF AVE. 
ISSUES RESPONDENTS SCORE 
a RESPONDENTS | SCORE” 
le Effect of vegetation management (type, degree and timing of weed control at various stages of stand 19 7.74 
= development) on stand growth and yield. 
y Research relating to herbicide use regulations (current and future). 1S iM 
Test new promising herbicides for efficacy, as they become available. 19 7.26 
4. Effect and interaction of vegetation management and other silvicultural practices (fertilization, 19 7.16 
fire, thinning, density, etc.) on crop growth. 
4 Contamination of water in Wetlands. 16 Tels 
> Identifying Best Management Practices for herbicide use. 17 6.94 
= Impact of vegetation management on plant species diversity. 17 6.47 
8. Ground-based methods for prescribing and evaluating herbicide treatments. 19 6.42 
iM, Develop benef it/cost analysis for environmental costs of herbicides, fire, mechanical and no i 6.41 
| treatment. 
yy Cumulative effects of vegetation management practices (mechanical, chemical and other methods) on the 16 6.38 
environment. 
DP Effect of vegetation management treatments on soils and site quality. 17 6.29 
2 Interaction of vegetation management and fertilization. 18 Geez 
3. Legislation updates -- state and national. 16 6.06 
‘q@¥. Impact of vegetation management on wildlife habitat. 17 6.06 
< Water quality - stream, pond, and ground water. 16 5.94 
she est tank mixes, rates and timing of registered herbicides for efficacy. 19 5.89 
7. Color weed photographic guide (particularly for herbaceous species). 18 5.89 
‘18. Test surfactants and antileaching additives for weeding (herbaceous weed control). 19 5.84 
19. Weed identification short course. 18 Se63 
J. Develop cost/benefit for region-wide pine supply. Ws §.82 
| l Shifts in plant communities in Wetlands. 16 5.81 
-~ Comparison of herbicides to alternative weed control methods. - 16 5.81 
43. Test surfactants and antileaching additives for cleaning (release). ’ ; =; 18 526s; 
< Impact of vegetation management on endangered species. 17 5.65 
| 3. Research relating to prescribed fire policy and regulation. 15 5.60 
.d.” Videos, fact sheets, pamphlets on specific environmental issues. 19 5.58 
27 Test surfactants and antileaching additives for site prep. 19 5.53 
°8. Water quality - proper size of buffer zones. 16 5.50 
3. Interaction of vegetation management and seedling and plenting quality. 17 5.47 
3. Develop and evaluate application equipment and methodology. US 5.33 
31 Literature reviews on pertinent issues. INKS) 533 
22 Tours, magazine and newspaper articles. 18 5233 
| 3. Application/certification training. 17 5.29 
4. Interaction of vegetation management and stand density. 17 5.24 
35. Use of herbicides for stand establishment, enhanced growth and species/density control in natural 1S 5.20 
hardwood stands. 
6. Impact of vegetation management on animal species diversity. 16 5.19 
| 7. Use of herbicides for stand establishment, enhanced growth and species/density control in natural pine 17 5.00 
stands. 
38. Interaction of vegetation management and nutrient cycling. 17 - §.00 
3. State/regional herbicides use data. 17 5.00 
| 0. Effect of vegetation management on pest populations and impacts. 1V/ 4.94 
41. Use of herbicides for stand establishment, enhanced growth and species/density control in natural 16 4.88 
mixed pine/hardwood stands. 
i 2. Effect of vegetation management on wood quality. 16 4.81 
| 5. Research relating to policies regarding vegetation management practices suitable for private versus 14 4.71 
Mee pub hics lands: 
44. Develop benef it/cost analysis for economic impact on region-wide job force. 17 4.71 
“S. Remote Sensing and photo-based methods for prescribing and evaluating herbicide treatments. 15 4.67 
6 Impact on visual aesthetics and perceptions. 16 AnGa 
ay) Interaction of vegetation management and genetics (do families grow differently under differing 17 4.59 
compet ition regimes”). 
“8. Use of herbicides for stand establishment, enhanced growth and species/density control in hardwood 17 ABS 
plantations. 
| 9g Test surfactants and antileaching additives for pre-harvest. 17 4.24 


50. Test surfactants and antileaching additives for TSI. 17 as9 
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REPORT TO: 


NATIONAL STEERING COMMITTEE FOR MANAGEMENT OF VEGETATION 
ON FOREST AND RANGE ECOSYSTEMS 


June 15-16, 1994 
Tempe, Arizona 


by 


Robert A. Campbell 
Forest Pest Management Institute 
Canadian Forest Service 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
Tel: (705) 759-5740 ext 2428 
Fax: (705) 759-5700 
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| do not pretend to be aware of all forest vegetation management activities in Canada 
- let alone be able to summarize them. What follows is a brief description of a number 
of significant initiatives. It represents my familiarity and biases, and thus does not 
necessarily represent the priorities of any person or agency. 


Herbicide Use The last year for which a Canada-wide summary is available is 1992. 
The attached table "1992 Forest Herbicide Use” was prepared by Ms. Eileen Harvey 
of the Forest Pest Management Institute. Contact her for further information at tel; 
(705) 949-9461 or fax: (705) 759-5700. The total area treated in Canada for forest 
vegetation management was 172,000 ha. At the present time, forest managers have 
only 2,4-D, glyphosate, hexazinone, triclopyr ester and simazine. Of these, only 2,4- 
D, glyphosate and hexazinone may be applied aerially. Hexazinone may not be applied 
within 50 meters of water bodies (not defined) by ground or 100 meters by air. 
DowElanco has been attempting for some time to obtain an aerial registration for 
triclopyr ester but so far has been unsuccessful. The major issue appears to be that 
the regulators want a wide mandatory minimum buffer on the label and DowElanco 
feels that this would put triclopyr at a competitive disadvantage with glyphosate 
which does not have a minimum buffer. 


Research in Ontario At the present time, the largest forest vegetation management 
research program in Canada is that of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. This 
program which goes under the acronym of VMAP (Vegetation Management 
Alternatives Program) emphasizes alternatives to herbicides. A number of newsletters 
and reports are produced annually’. This program is coordinated by Dr. Robert 
Wagner, Ontario Forest Research Institute, P.O. Box 969, 1235 Queen Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 5N5, tel: (705) 946-2981 or fax: (705) 946-2030. In 
order to get on the mailing list, contact VMAP Editor at the preceding address. 


' For example: 

Buse, L. J., Wagner, R. G., Bell, F. W., and Lautenschlager, R. A. 1994. Vegetation 
Management Program: survey results of research and development needs. 
Ontario Forest Research Institute, Sault Ste. Marie, ON. VMAP Tech. Rep. 94- 
One 

Wagner, R. G., Buse, L. J., Lautenschlager, R. A., Hollstedt, C., Morneault, A., 
Pickering, S., Strobl, S., Bell, F. W., and Ter-Mikaelian, M. T. 1993. Vegetation 
Management Alternatives Program Annual report 1992-93. Ontario Forest 
Research Institute, Sault Ste. Marie, ON. 

Buse, L. (editor). 1994. The VMAP Report Volume 2, Number 3. Ontario Forest 
Research Institute, Sault Ste. Marie, ON. (Some topics in this issue: "Spray 
deposition from a forestry airblast sprayer"; "News about mulches in southern 
Ontario"; “development of herbicide ground-application technology") 
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Research in British Columbia The British Columbia Ministry of Forests has an active 
vegetation management research program which they document in: "Dowsling, 
Deborough. 1993. A summary of vegetation management research 1993/94. FRDA 
Memo Miscellaneous No. 215. Ministry of Forests, Victoria, BC." As well as 
describing ongoing research projects, this publication gives names and addresses of 
the associated researchers. The best general contact re BC MoF vegetation 
management research is: Dr. Philip Comeau, Forest Sciences Research Branch, 
Ministry of Forests, 31 Bastion Square, Victoria, BC, tel: (604) 387-3299 or fax: 
(604) 387-0046. 





Research in Nova Scotia The NS Department of Natural Resources has produced a 
considerable number of research reports relating to herbicide use. For a complete 
listing and/or to get on the mailing list, contact Dr. R. Ed Bailey, N.S. Dept. of Natural 
Resources, P.O. Box 68, Truro, NS, B2N 5B8, tel: (902) 893-5660 or fax: (506) 893- 
6102. 


Research in Quebec The Quebec Ministry of Natural Resources has carried out a lot 
of good environmental fate and drift monitoring of operational herbicide applications 
(aerial and ground). They have also done a number of worker exposure studies. 
Although the publications are in french, most have an english summary. To obtain a 
list of publications and get on the mailing list, contact: M. Jean Legris, Ministére des 
Ressources naturelles, Direction de I’environnement forestier, 930 chemin Ste-Foy, 
Québec, QC, G1S 4X5, tel: (418) 646-8974 or fax: (418) 643-5651. Quebec still 
has an official goal to cease use of herbicides in forestry within a few years. 


Research in the Canadian Forest Service (CFS) As the federal government in Canada 
owns relatively little forest land, the CFS has only a very small direct forest 
management activity. The CFS has research establishments in St. John’s, 
Newfoundland; Fredericton, New Brunswick; Quebec City; Petawawa, Ontario; Sault 
Ste. Marie, Ontario; Edmonton, Alberta; and Victoria, British Columbia. Although 
there are researchers working on vegetation management at several of the 
establishments, the overall resources dedicated to this area of research are quite 
small. Most of the establishments have a newsletter which highlights different facets 
of the research program and lists recent publications. To get ona mailing list, contact 
the Publications Section of the appropriate establishment (addresses on attached table 
"Canadian Forest Service Establishments"). For general information on vegetation 
management research in the CFS, contact Dr. Robert Campbell, Forest Pest 
Management Institute, P.O. Box 490, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 5M, tel; (705) 759- 
5740 or fax: (705) 759-5700. 


Expert Committee on Weeds This is a national forum open to anyone interested in 
weed research in any crop. Annual reports are published containing abstracts - 
mainly on efficacy and crop tolerance trials. The data are also being incorporated into 
an electronic database which eventually will be accessible from a PC. In the 
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meantime, an electronic, indexed bibliography of about 1500 forestry and forest 
nursery abstracts has been created in Pro-Cite. This MS-DOS based software allows 
the user to locate, for example, all abstracts concerning glyphosate and white spruce. 
For further information or to get a copy of the electronic bibliography, or to get on the 
mailing list for copies of the annual forestry abstracts contact: Dr. Robert Campbell, 
Forest Pest Management Institute, P.O. Box 490, Sault Ste. Marie, On, P6A 5M7, tel: 
(705) 759-5740 or fax: (705) 759-5700. 


Biological Control of Competing Vegetation Research Network (BICOVER). 


This research network was established in 1991 with the objective of: "The successful 
development of economically viable and ecologically sound biological/biorational 
agents for control of competing vegetation in Canadian Forestry." Current research 
efforts are on: Chondrostereum for control of alder, birch, maple and aspen; 
Colletotrichum for control of fireweed (Epilobium angustifolium); Colletotrichum and 
Bipolaris for control of bluejoint grass (Ca/amagrostis canadensis)*. The contact for 
the network is: Dr. Dean G. Thompson, Forest Pest Management Institute, P.O. Box 
490, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 5M7; tel: (705) 759-5740 ext 2424 or fax: (705) 
759-5700. While Dr. Thompson is on sabbatical from September 1, 1994 till May 1, 
1995, the contact is: Dr. Glen Sampson, N.S. Agricultural College, P.O. Box 550, 
Truro, NS, B2N 5E3; tel: (902) 893-6608 of fax: (902) 895-4547. 


Ontario Environmental Assessment 


The Ministry of Natural Resources began work in the late 1970’s to design a process 
for planning and conducting timber operations that could pass the test of approval 
under the provincial Environmental Assessment Act. \n 1987, the Minister of the 
Environment decided that a hearing should be held. The hearings began on May 10, 
1998 and ran until November 12, 1992 (four and one half years). The Environmental 
Assessment Board's decision was released on April 20, 1994. The amount of paper 
generated in the course of this exercise was phenomenal. | testified 13 months into 
the hearings and already the transcript of the oral part of the hearings was up to 
20,000 pages (this did include the cart load of exhibits). The only reasonably concise 
summary of the process is the decision - and that runs to 561 pages. From the point 
of view of herbicides, the Board’s key findings were: 1) "There is today no effective, 
practical or affordable alternative to herbicide tending"; 2) "that herbicide tending is 
essential to the regeneration of future conifer timber supply"; 3) that MNR should 
undertake research to find alternatives"; 4) "there is no reliable evidence before us 
establishing that the use of chemical pesticides in timber management poses any 
significant or unacceptable risk to public health"; 5) "pesticides authorized for use in 


Thompson, D. G. 1994. BICOVER Annual Report 1993-94. Forest Pest 
Management Institute, Sault Ste. Marie, ON. 
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forestry do not pose risk of unacceptable environmental disturbance and that the 
public is entitled to rely on pesticides registration as evidence that chemical herbicides 
and insecticides are safe if used properly"*. Just as we in Canada have found the 
USDA Forest Service EIS’s informative and useful, | think that Forest Service people 
will find this interesting. For example, the Ministry took the position that it was not 
their responsibility to prove that pesticides were safe. Rather, we demonstrated that 
there is a regulatory process (federal registration and provincial regulation) which 
ensures that the pesticides are safe when used as directed, and that we are justified 
in our faith in that process. Clearly, it is not possible to supply interested parties with 
all of the hearing evidence but if someone is interested in some particular testimony 
and/or exhibits, we can probably oblige them. 


Hazards: Chemical vs Manual Vegetation Management 


While he was with the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Craig Howard compiled 
Statistics on the relative hazard to workers (in terms of reported injuries and lost time) 
of manual vs ground herbicide vs aerial herbicide tending in Ontario forests. The 
figures show very dramatically that aerial application of herbicides is by far the safest 
tending method. Mr. Howard is attempting to get the report published in a journal so 
that it can be cited with greater credibility. He is in the process of revising the 
manuscript following journal review and | will forward a copy as soon as possible. 


Vegetation Management Decision Support 


Under the leadership of Dr. Robert Wagner of the Ontario Research Institute an 
Ontario Forest Vegetation Management Decision Support System is being developed - 
VMEDSS: Vegetation Management Expert Decision Support System in Ontario. This 
will be a considerably more sophisticated program than Currently available forest 
vegetation management DSS's such as VegPro and ChESS. Dr. Wagner headed the 
group which developed VegPro at Oregon State University so he has the right 
background to lead the project to "build a better mousetrap." The software is a MS- 
Windows based graphical system which is designed to be very user-friendly. It is 
divided into two main sections - the Learning Tool and the Decision Support Tool. 
The learning tool is broken down into two main subsystems - autecology and 


* Koven A., and Martel, E. 1994. Reasons for decision and decision: Class 
Environmental Assessment by the Ministry of Natural Resources for 
Timber Management on Crown Lands in Ontario. Ontario Environmental 
Assessment Board, Toronto, ON. 561 pp. Copies may be obtained 
from: Environmental Assessment Board, 2300 Yonge Street, Toronto, 
ON, M4P 1E4 or Mr. Frank Kennedy, Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources, /O Foster Drive, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 6V5; tel: (705) 
945-6703. 
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treatment. The autecology section deals with 200-300 relevant plant species found 
in Ontario. The user will be able to identify unfamiliar species through an intelligent- 
identification algorithm as well as obtain autecological information on each species. 
The treatment section will allow the user to look at a series of potential treatments 
and get information such as technical specification, efficacy and safety regulations for 
a particular herbicide, piece of application equipment or mechanical site preparation 
equipment. The decision support tool uses the information in the learning section to 
help the user make complex decisions based on site, soil, vegetation conditions, 
contractor availability, regulatory and fiscal constraints, and technical Capabilities of 
the equipment. The main release of this system is scheduled for the fall of 1996 with 
interim releases between now and then. For general information on this initiative, 
contact: Dr. Robert Wagner, Ontario Forest Research Institute, P.O. Box 969, Sault 
Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 5N5; tel: (705) 946-2981. For information relating to the 
programming, contact Mr. Michael Rogozynski at the same address and phone as for 
Dr. Wagner. 


Vegetation Monitoring Database My interest in this subject is based on the fact that 
there are a lot of gaps in our knowledge of effective herbicide use. For example, 
many potential target species are not listed on the label, and even if a species is on 
the label the user still does not know how much efficacy can be obtained at what 
rate. How late in the season can a particular species be treated efficaciously? How 
much rain, how soon after glyphosate application will cause loss of efficacy? (we 
know that the 6 hour figure on the label is too short). The species/rate/efficacy gaps 
become very apparent when one tries to construct a vegetation management decision 
Support system (DSS). Some of the gaps in the DSS tables are usually filled in by 
having a group of experts make consensual best guesses. Having been through this 
exercise, | know that some of the expert consensual guesses are pretty weak, and 
numerous gaps have to be left as gaps. Funds often aren’t available to conduct 
formal replicated research trials to fill the gaps, and researchers often aren't interested 
in this type of dotting the i’s and crossing the t's type of work which is, nevertheless, 
very important to the forest manager. The rational behind a treatment monitoring 
database is that species and treatment conditions for which good information is not 
available will occur in operational treatment blocks. Although the individual treatment 
areas often will not have controls or a variety of rates, if a given treatment occurs 
frequently enough, there is effectively replication over time and space (in some ways, 
this is more valuable than a single well replicated trial as it will give a better measure 
of consistency). The USDA Forest Service used such an approach to attempt to 
determine the cause of the rather erratic efficacy in gypsy moth sprays’*. 


* Twardus, D. B., and Machesky, H. A. 1990. Gypsy moth suppression in the 
northeast - a 3-year summary of the Treatment Monitoring Database. 
USDA Forest Service, Morgantown, WV. NA-TP-18. 


6 


- 


a i 


Pe eS —~— _ i i oe «=> i i — & 


ts yn ger Cine & Se a ee ee m ao 

~~ tum, e ihe © en Aaa tes : -—rm (=a 
~ —e game Ge > « 4 ‘ Sr Gage! Daa et 
> 22° GS , ae ‘ * - 2 eee ee ae 
60a (rar: @ PF ‘ — <~2 Sa a ie 

*or Hie ws © iia ad se see oT “Sale 6" 
stile vappte - ~ / o oa on? ae er > 

gee Gaps = Are °@ ta J ABIL QIAO 

oo wie &@e - a 2: aan eS =a" zw = 

aa, «© ig & Ge a ; _ : este co 
omé Gal sg (i am ; ; © @' awe 
a a ete 2a ae j ; i a - 

oe ee DAP | : : eae. 
— 

. eo. & Gea Aat om _ a an ae aid + ae ae 
Maw 7 oy Ge : < @ : me YY; XD Cee or. 
(4 @ hp a 9 (O09 ee ae = ‘ —-.-~g>. ones ge 
(ae © OCA n a é >. ° ~? a Pe a Gi) m4 ad 
we ma (o-"t eae’ Ss d . ; eo 2 ee wr 
oy * SPs 6 0006 BOS : ns / hop t ht ofa eit ee” Baas. 
ihe (POs Mel efe®.@+! oe. ie ; P wy OB OY 108 Of> 
AD Gy 0° GOS) MMT) oe 8 res w top eh es eae 
6 EM cpa o@ eee FF:  +< FE, * oe wetD, wees ° Bp. 
PE yO (FE POM hte ty ae Se aged ee 2 
i dbOs) OEM ey Bbtaes Ore OF MU ENF eas | seer 
inane @ adore [hee (ele @ »>p ge tia es’ aihetg Ae 
wdrratin (new Moores vs ord + He wwelagtyiws 











site@ivger © CUS Ger: ty esi) 61 ip ey ta- Spat Gere 
piped a WOON 6) Rat hoes wi oF: gw (fae ely wt 
ps O0 peed artee Keg NGM ns 22) or R) * teatgg tiie Cmte alll 
Siren ne ot Maghhelied GM ApORNNA Ad | ernAer eINQHOe ce Fe “oo 
+e iy Heit (BOON toe yreling 8 4 wai an Oar ners ; 
sient aren mh care bikie rel eit Way «itt AEM igi Spel * =P 
wren & Orie mere AAs ume a ' ade 7 
ne tame tent, 1A pare? ATE GM ies = 
aia 


ata 















*— eee" | orate ee 
: de Aes the 
ay Ln 7 ere ai 


hadi ay 


The major problem in developing a vegetation management treatment monitoring 
database is the lack of methods which will provide useful information but yet are 
simple and expensive enough that forest managers will be willing to use them. At the 
present time, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources is not particularly interested 
in a TMDB. Both the British Columbia Ministry of Forests and a BC forest industry 
association (Northern Interior Vegetation Management Association [NIVMA]) are very 
interested in the concept. BC MoF has a couple of assessment methodologies but 
both are probably too expensive and complex for acceptance by operational forest 
managers. NIVMA has a simple and inexpensive method but they are rather secretive 
about it-as they want to restrict the database to their membership. | have been 
talking to both of the BC groups but don’t have much to show for it yet (I have not 
Spent much time on the matter due to other commitments and an inability to obtain 
funding to travel and meet with these parties). My original intention was to attempt 
to get something started with Canadian colleagues and then link up with interested 
members of the Steering Committee. My sense is that Steering Committee interest 
is currently restricted to Paul Mistretta of Region 8. 


Silvicultural Vegetation Management 


In March 1994, a workshop was held in Sault Ste. Marie, ON with an objective of: 
"To define research priorities and strategies to develop proactive approaches to 
prevent or minimize competing vegetation and to increase the competitive ability of 
desired trees." About 40 person from the U.S. and Canada attended (by invitation). 
It was decided to establish a research network which would be primarily Canadian 
with U.S. participation. The approach will emphasize ecosystem and be proactive 
rather than reactive. As funding for this initiative is not immediately available, it is 
important to have a simple mechanism for keeping the lines of communication open 
so that the initial interest and impetus is not lost. Glenn Glover of Auburn University 
will set up an EMail bulletin board through the IUFRO Vegetation Management 
Working Group. Presentations of invited speakers will be published as a proceedings. 
A position paper outlining the strategy (necessary to focus efforts and to justify 
funding requests) will also be published. The interim coordinator for the network is: 
Dr. Phillip Reynolds, Forest Pest Management Institute, P.O. Box 490, Sault Ste. 
Marie, ON, P6A 5M7; tel: (705) 949-9461 or fax: (705) 759-5700. For information 
on the IUFRO Vegetation Management Working Group or the EMail bulletin board, 
contact Dr. Glenn Glover, School of Forestry, Auburn University, Auburn, AL, 36849- 
5418; tel: (205) 844-1019 or fax: (205) 844-1084. 


Improved Pesticide Applications Wishlist 


In 1991, a survey was sent out persons interested in forestry pesticide application in 
Canada and the US. Respondents were asked to rank problems for research priority. 
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The results have been published®. One finding from the survey was that there is a 
considerable amount of technology transfer which needs to be done in this area. 
Funding was obtained this year from the Spray Efficacy Research Group (SERG)® to 
hire a consultant (Dr. Doug Embree) to begin the technology transfer process. 
Persons who responded to the survey (including some members of the Steering 
Committee) will be contacted by Dr. Embree to provide technogy to transfer (for 
problems that they felt were solved) or to review technology transfer documents (for 
problems that they considered a high priority for research but which other respondents 
felt there was already an answer). For further information, contact: Dr. Robert 
Campbell, Forest Pest Management Institute, P.O. Box 490, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, 
P6A 5M7, tel; (705) 759-5740 or fax: (705) 759-5700. 


Advanced Forest Pest Management Training Program 


This program, developed collaboratively by the Forest Pest Management Institute and 
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, is designed to be an advanced education 
program in forest pest management for experienced resource managers’. There are 
four courses in the program at present: 1) Advanced Forest Herbicides Course; 2) 
Integrated Forest Pest Management Course; 3) Forest Insect Management Course; 4) 
Integrated Pest Management Course for Forest Nurseries. The course potentially of 
most interest to the Steering Committee is the Advanced Forest Herbicides Course, 
of which the third is being held September 24 to October 2, 19942. Topics range 
from autecology to risk perception to environmental impact to aircraft guidance and 


> Campbell, R. A., and Howard, C.A. Priorities for forestry herbicide application 


technology research. Can. J. For. Res. 23: 2204-2212. 


Campbell, R. A., and Howard, C.A. Priorities for forestry insecticide application 
technology research. J. Environ. Sci. Health B29: 591-619. 


° The Spray Efficacy Research Group is a voluntary association of forest 
management, regulatory and research agencies interested in the application of forest 
pesticides. The aim of SERG is to improve the application technology associated with 
forest pesticide use. 


’ Advanced Forest Pest Management Training Program (AFPM) brochure. 
January 1994 update. Forest Pest Management Institute, Sault Ste. 
Marie, ON. 


® Third Advanced Forest Herbicides Course brochure. Forest Pest Management 
Institute, Sault Ste. Marie, ON. 


Third Advanced Forest Herbicides Course schedule. Forest Pest Management 
Institute, Sault Ste. Marie, ON. 
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spray drift models. The faculty are international and include Americans such as Max 
Williamson (consultant), Dr. Max McCormack (University of Maine), Dr. Mike Newton 
(Oregon State University), Dr. Shep Zedaker (Virginia Polytech) and Dr. Milt Teske 
(Continuum Dynamics). For further information, contact: Mr. Craig Howard or Ms. 
Eileen Harvey, Forest Pest Management Institute, P.O. Box 490, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, 
P6A 5M7; tel: (705) 949-9461 or fax: (705) 759-5700. 








CANADIAN FOREST SERVICE ESTABLISHMENTS 


Pacific Forestry Centre 
506 West Burnside Road 
Victoria, BC 

V8Z 1M5 

tel: (604) 363-0600 
fax: (604) 363-0775 


Northern Forestry Centre ° 
5320 - 122 Street 
Edmonton, AB 

T6H 3S5 

tel: (403) 435-7210 

fax: (403) 435-7359 


Great Lakes Forestry Centre 
P.O. Box 490 

1219 Queen Street East 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON 

P6A 5M7 

tel: (705) 949-9461 

fax: (705 759-5700 


Forest Pest Management Inst. 
P.O. Box 490 

1219 Queen Street East 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON 

P6A 5M7 

tel: (705) 949-9461 

fax: (705 759-5700 


Petawawa National 
Forestry Institute 
P.O. Box 2000 
Chalk River, ON 

KOJ 1JO 

tel: (613) 589-2880 
fax: (613) 589-2275 
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Laurentian Forestry Centre 
LOGO Pebrreo er otrect 

P.O. Box 3800 

Ste-Foy, QC 

G1V 4C7 

tel: (418) 648-5850 

fax: (418) 648-5849 


Maritimes Forestry Centre 
P.O. box 4000 
Fredericton, NB 

erode tis) m/f 

tel: (506) 452-3500 

fax: (506) 452-3525 


Newfoundland Forestry Centre 
Building 304, Pleasantville 
P.O. Box 6028 

St. John’s, NF 

A1C 5X8 

tel: (709) 772-6019 

fax: (709) 772-2576 
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1.2 1992 Forest Herbicide Use August 23, 1994 
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Area Treated (ha) Jurisdiction Total Area Total 
i Territory Treated (ha) Product 
Aerial Ground Private Crown Applied 
(ha) (ha) (kg a.i.)’ 
Fixed Wing Helicopter 
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“Total Product Applied may not equal Total Area Treated X Rate if there were multiple 
applications at one site or if there was product left over after treatments were applied. 
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C. FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT (FACA) 


United States Forest Washington 14th & Independence sw 
Department of Service Office P.O. Box 96090 


Agriculture Washington, DC 20090-6090 
SS ee Ee 


Reply to: 1620/1300 Date: July 12, 1994 
Subject: Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) 


To: Regional Foresters, Station Directors, Area Director, IITF 
Director, WO Staff Directors 


The Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) was designed to help "level the 
playing field," to keep individuals or groups from getting special treatment 
from the Federal government, and to help ensure equal access for all. The 
Federal Advisory Committee Act regulates the interactions between Federal and 
non-Federal entities and the manner in which we obtain advice or 
recommendations about pending decisions. 


I don’t think any of us can fault the intent of this law. We are in the 
business of making public policy and for that reason, we need to be open, 
fair, and balanced in all of our relationships. 


In some cases, complying with FACA will require us to adjust how we involve 
the public in our programs. In almost all cases, it’s not what we do but how 
we do it that could create problems. No matter what, I expect that you will 
continue to practice good public involvement and to obey the law. I want you 
to follow some public involvement principles in your work: 


Make It Timely. The process allows enough time for the Pup) Leki 
participate fully, with enough advance notice for all activities and 
crucial points in the process. 


Make Your Process "Free. Make sure the public is able to participate at 
minimum cost and commitment of time, while meeting your public involvement 
objectives. 


Emphasize Fairness. Participants agree that the process is fair, that all 
views offered are considered. 


Practice Openness. Dialogue is welcomed and facilitated among all 
interests. Anyone who wishes to participate can. Information to the 
public (documents, etc.) is accessible to all and is in language that 


people can understand. 


Make Involvement Early and Continuous. The public is involved from 
beginning to end, and relationships are built over the long term. 


Make it Tangible. Results of the public’s input are clearly demonstrated, 
and the public understands how public involvement affected the decision or 
outcome. 
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Regional Foresters, Station Directors, and WO Staff Directors 2 


Interactions with non-Federal individuals or groups may, if not properly 
structured, cause you to violate the committee-formation requirements of 
FACA. Follow the above-listed principles for good public involvement, and 
lock carefully at all your activities. Make sure that you are not offering 
some groups better access than others. At the same time, it is important to 
remain mindful of the value of public, State, and local government individual 
input as an effective method for educating Federal decisionmakers. Remember 
though, Federal officials generally retain all decisionmaking responsibility, 
which under the Constitution and current statutory authority cannot be 
delegated or shared outside the Federal government. 


The scope of FACA is broad. Just looking at a single factor such as 
membership, the frequency of meetings, or the composition of groups may not 
tell you if your activity is going to present a problem. 


Since the application of FACA hinges on the particular facts of each 
situation, you should contact your regional or WO FACA coordinator and the 
Office of General Counsel (OGC) if you have any questions or need advice. 

They can tell you the requirements for an advisory committee, and how to 
create a committee or expand the role of an existing one. Each Region should 
establish a regional FACA coordinator if there isn’t one already. This person 
should work closely with the Region’s OGC representative. 


I have attached some guidelines and questions and answers to help your overall 
understanding of FACA. Val Chambers, Washington Office Public Affairs 
(V.Chambers:W01B), is replacing Gordon Meyer as the WO FACA Coordinator and is 
another resource for you. 


I hope you will bear with us as we continue to work with the Department of 
Justice and OGC on some areas in FACA that need some legal clarification. In 
the meantime, it’s important that we as Conservation Leaders for the 21st 
Century continue to obey the law, and to practice the principles of good 
public involvement. 


/s/ Jack Ward Thomas 


JACK WARD THOMAS 
Ghiveé 


Attachments 
FACA Guidelines 
Questions and Answers 


ee% 
V.Chambers 
J.Caplan 
S.Yonts-Shepard 
OGC 
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ATTACHMENT 1 


FACA GUIDELINES 


Look at all of your interactions with non-Federal individuals or groups 

for possible problems with FACA. Also, consider the meotality of 
circumstances," which could violate the committee-formation requirements of 
FACA, such as: the purpose of any meeting, who attends, whether consensual 
input from participants is an objective or result, frequency of meetings, etc. 
However, there are situations where you are much less likely to need a 
charteted advisory committee: 


1. Occasional Meetings with External Organizations. These include 


unsolicited requests from organizations and individuals whose main purpose is 
Co present to the Forest Service their views on a particular matter. 


If the Forest Service calls such meetings, we should do so in an open manner 
where everybody is welcome to attend, and reaching consensus is not the aim of 
the meeting. However, a series of meetings with the same people, particularly 
if one group becomes a preferred source of information, could violate the 
committee formation requirements of FACA. 


Note that a single meeting to discuss a particular topic is not likely to be a 
problem, as would having a series of somewhat regularly scheduled meetings. 


However, the Forest Service may hold a public series of focus groups, fora, or 
roundtable discussions to listen to people’s individual views. These sessions 
must be open and structured in such as way as to get a wide variety of 
viewpoints instead of consensus among groups, as in the Delphi process. 


Any meeting requested by outside organizations or individuals where the 
Forest Service is promoting or funding the activity, or is in some way 

controlling the meeting, is more likely to require compliance with the 

committee formation requirements of FACA. 


2. Meetings with Individuals. A single meeting between an individual and 
a Forest Service employee for the purpose of exchanging information and 
viewpoints would not be a problem. 


4. Public meetings. Public or town meetings that are open to all are 
generally not a problem. The meetings should be widely advertised and should 
provide an opportunity for the public to submit written and verbal comments. 
Again, federal employees should not conduct or use public meetings to develop 
consensual advice from groups. Under no circumstances should FACA be cited as 
a reason not to attend an ad hoc meeting with a group of concerned citizens. 


5. Permit and Contract Administration. Meetings with permittees and 
contractors concerning routine matters directly related to the particular 
permit or contract are normally not a prublem. FACA considerations would 
arise if the meetings were used for broader input on general matters of policy 
or management that may affect the permit and/or contract relationship. 
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6. Peer Review by Research. A "blind" review from individuals is 
normally not a problem. However, getting consensual input from a group of 
scientists, that includes non-Federal members and is for the purpose of 
advising on policy, may be a violation of FACA. 


7. MOUs and Cooperative/Challenge Cost-Share Agreements. While not exempt 


from FACA consideration, the agreements themselves are not normally a problem 
because they derive from authority which establishes who may participate and 
what the respective responsibilities are. However, any consultations which 
are established by such agreements could be in violation of the committee 
formation requirements of FACA. 





8. FS Employees Representing the Aqenc on Outside, non-Forest Service 
Committees. These are normally not a problem, unless you are using the group 
to solicit recommendations to take back to the Forest Service. 


Situations where you are much more likely to need a chartered advisory 
committee: 


1. Partnerships. Partnerships are agreements between the Forest Service 
and certain groups and individuals. "Partners" generally come from groups 
that will be affected by the direction which policy and management take. 
Their input customarily reflects their particular interests, and is in the 
form of advice and recommendations to decisionmakers. The partnership would 
likely violate the committee formation requirements of FACA unless it only 
provides support in the way of funds, labor, materials, or promotion for a 
particular project or program. Remember, too, that the opportunity to form a 
partnership should be available to any other interested group. 


2. Collaborative Activities. You should examine collaborative planning 
and collaborative learning activities to make sure that you “are not “using a 
consensus exercise to obtain advice and recommendations without a charter. 
Remember that collaborative decisionmaking to the extent that it delegates 
final federal authority to a non-Federal person or group is beyond the 
agency’s legal authority. The Administrative Procedures Act and the 
Constitution grant authorities to the Federal Government that cannot be 
delegated or shared with outside individuals or Organizations. The Organic 
Act and other laws establish the Forest Service as the responsible agency for 
managing the national forests and grasslands. Avoid, too, the appearance of 
delegating decisionmaking outside the agency. 


3. Alternatives for Environmental Analyses Developed by Interested 


Citizens and Groups. Many ID teams have invited outside groups to develop 
and submit alternatives. This is an extremely important part of "scoping" and 
public involvement. As a matter of fundamental fairness, it is necessary to 
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notify and involve a broad array of interested groups and individuals. 
However, FACA is a real concern if this becomes a consensus exercise with 
non-Federal participation in a process to develop alternatives jointly with 
the Forest Service. Written submissions of these non-Federally developed 
alternatives can be made along with all other information which is solicited 
as part of the scoping process. Thus, the decisionmaker assembles a detailed 
and representative information base which fully incorporates the public’s 
ideas and concerns in the alternative development stage. Scoping notices to 
the public may include solicitation for alternatives from commenters. The 
decision, however, rests with the decisionmaker. The decisionmaker should not 


solicit or accept recommendations and advice from the public at the time of 
decisionmaking. 


4. Reqular Meetings with Interest Groups. Regularly scheduled (although 
not necessarily frequent) meetings with a group for the purpose of obtaining 
the consensus from the group’s members would likely violate the committee 
formation requirements of FACA. Such meetings would become even more 
inappropriate as the group became the agency’s preferred source of public 
input, the group established working committees with the Forest Service to 
Carry on assignments between regularly scheduled meetings, and the agenda 


became a joint interest group and agency effort to address continuing 
problems. 


For further information: 


Consult such standard references as the Act itself, the Departmental 
Regulation (D.R. 1041-1, 2-8-93), GSA Regulations at 41 C.F.R. 101-6.1001 - 


101-6.1035 (1990), and the GSA’S Memorandum on the application of the FACA to 
Intergovernmental Contacts, 3/21/94. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE 
FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT (FACA) 
July 12, 1994 


1. What is FACA? 


FACA is short for the "Federal Advisory Committee Act", which was enacted by 
Congress in 1972. FACA applies to all federal agencies and is administered by 
the General Service Administration. 


2. What is the purpose of FACA? 


FACA regulates the use of advisory committees by the President and federal 


agencies for the purpose of obtaining advice and recommendations. In passing 
FACA, Congress had three broad goals: 
a. reducing the influence of special interest groups in the policy-making 
process; 
be providing the public equal access to the policy-making process; and 
2. controlling the costs of advisory committees. 


3. What is the legal definition of “advisory committee?" 


Whether or not a group is utilized as an "advisory committee" is a key issue at 
the heart of most FACA suits. Both sides of litigation will present arguments 
to the court that the group in questionfis orvisinotian "advisory committee" 
within the meaning of FACA. 


The statute itself defines the term "advisory committee" as any committee, 
board, commission, council, conference, panel, task force, or other similar 
group which is 


a. established by statute (by Congress), or 
b: established or utilized by the President, or 
ey established or utilized by one or more agencies, 


in the interest of obtaining advice or recommendations for one or more federal 
agencies or officers. 


A committee does not have to be established (i.e., created) by the President, 
agency, or statute. An existing group or organization can be "utilized" by the 
President or agency in such a way that it becomes an advisory committee under 
FACA. 


FACA does exempt some groups, most notably any committee which is composed 
wholly of full-time employees of the Federal government. A lawsuit may turn on 
whether or not a member of a committee is in fact a full-time Federal employee 
for purposes of FACA. 
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4. What does FACA require to establish an advisory committee. 


Before establishing an advisory committee, the President or Federal government 


MuUSie= 


determine the advisory committee to be in the public interest; 
determine that the functions of the committee could not be performed 
by an existing committee or by one or more Federal agencies; 

ensure that the committee will be: 

(18) fairly balanced in terms of the points of view represented, and 
(2) fairly balanced in terms of the functions to be performed; 
ensure the advisory committee will not be inappropriately influenced 
by any special interest; 

provide adequate staff and resources; and 

publish notice in the Federal Register. 


5. What does FACA require to charter an advisory committee? 


Before an advisory committee can begin meeting, its charter must be published, 
reviewed and approved. The charter must include: 


a. 
b. 
ra 


di 
é. 
£. 


the committee’s objectives and scope of activity; 

the agency or official to whom the committee reports; 

a description of the duties, and if the duties are not solely 
advisory, a specification of the authority for such functions; 
an estimated annual operating cost; 

estimated number of meetings; and 

estimated termination date of the advisory committee. 


6. What does FACA require to operate an Advisory Committee? 


To ensure public access to the work of the advisory committee, FACA requires 


that: 


oO 


each meeting be open to the public; 

a notice of meetings is published in the Federal Register; 
interested individuals are allowed to speak before; romtsubmist 
statements to the committee; 

records, reports, working papers, and other documents prepared and/or 
used by the committee be made available to the public; 

minutes of each meeting must be taken, and be made available to the 
publi ire; 

a designated federal employee attend each meeting; 

a designated federal employee approve the meeting’s agendas and 
minutes; and 

an Advisory Committee Management Officer who ensures the above 
procedures are established and efficiently followed, is designated 
within each agency. 
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7. What factors will a court look to in determining whether or not a violation 
of FACA has occurred? 


There are few characteristics that by themselves make a group clearly a FACA 
Advisory Committee. Court decisions look at "the totality of circumstances" 
Surrounding the group, which means that a variety of factors are weighed and 


evaluated to determine if FACA applies to the group. Some important factors 
include: 


ate Who formed the group and why? If the group was formed without federal 
' participation then it is less likely to be a FACA Advisory Committee 
(however, it could become a FACA Advisory Committee if it is utilized 
as such by a federal agency). If the group was formed with federal 
participation and then made independent to avoid becoming a FACA 
Advisory Committee, then the changes may be scrutinized to ensure it 
is not a mere subterfuge. 


be Does anybody other than regular full-time federal employees 
participate in the group? If any participant’s status as a federal 
employee is irregular, it may need further analysis. Federal payment 
for participating on the advisory committee does not make a 
participant a federal employee for purposes of FACA. If a non-federal 
employee "participates" with the group but is not a "member", then the 
difference between "participant" and "member" status may be 
scrutinized to ensure it is not a mere subterfuge. 


ox Does the group give advice or recommendations about specific federal 
decisions? If the group is only collecting data or factual 
information, then it is less likely to be a FACA Advisory Committee. 
However, there is not always a clear line between data and advice. If 
members of the group are non-technical and often act as policy makers 
or advisors, then the product of the group is more likely to be advice 
than information collection. 


d. Can the group be considered to be exerting "undue influence" ona 
specific federal decision? If the group appears to have a special 
influence on federal decisions, unfair or unequal to other groups, 
then it is more likely to be a FACA Advisory Committee. Evidence of 
undue influence might appear in government documents that Justis y 
decisions on the basis of the group’s recommendation. 


e. Do the group members work to reach consensus or independently? de fe 
the group attempts to present a consensus recommendation, it is more 
likely to be a FACA Advisory Committee. 


Example A: meetings between a federal agency and a group do constitute an 
advisory committee when the agency both solicited the consensus comments 
and intended to use the comments in drafting policy or regulations. 


Example B: meetings between a federal agency and a group do not constitute 
an advisory committee when the group initiated the meetings and the agency 
was simply providing the group comments on a group-initiated proposal. 
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Example C: meetings between a federal agency and scientists do not 
constitute advisory committee meetings when the scientists worked 
independently and presented the agency with independent opinions. 


8. So, how did the court in Northwest Forest Resource Council v Espy (D.D.C. 


3/21/94), use these factors in reaching its decision that FEMAT is an advisory 
committee under FACA? 


The court held that the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) was 
an advisory committee which should have complied with FACA. The court found 
that FEMAT was established by the President and provided advice and 
recommendations to federal officials. The court held that certain state 
university professors were not "full-time federal employees" under FACA even 
though they were paid by the federal government for their participation on 
FEMAT for several months, and thus rejected the government’s argument that 
FEMAT qualified for FACA Statutory exemption for committees composed wholly of 
full-time employees of the Federal government. 


Therefore, the court found that FEMAT was a FACA Advisory Committee that needed 
to follow the requirements of FACA. 


9. What are the consequences of the court’s decision in Northwest Forest 


Resource Council v. Espy (D.D.C. 3/21/94)? 


FEMAT was declared to have been an advisory committee under FACA. However, 
even though the President relied on advice that came to him from a process that 
violated FACA, the court did not enjoin the Administration from relying on 
FEMAT in developing regulations implementing the President’s Forest Plan, but 
rather left that issue for later courts to decide. The court’s reluctance to 
order an injunction stems from concerns about Constitutional separation of 
powers. Several lawsuits filed subsequent to the FEMAT decision seek to enjoin 
reliance on FEMAT now that a FACA violation has been declared by a court. 


10. If advisory committees are established pertaining to the President’s plan, 
will forest products interests have a right to participate as members of the 
committee? 


Membership on an advisory committee is not a right. FACA requires that the 
membership of the advisory committee "be fairly balanced in terms of the points 
of view represented and the functions to be performed..." If the President 


wants advice on a narrow topic, he can appoint a narrow range of viewpoints, 
although they should represent a balance of views within that range. 
Therefore, if the President wants advice on an "ecosystem management" forest 
plan, he can appoint experts who adhere to that theory, “put “he™should ‘also 
include a reasonable balance of other views. 


In addition, meetings and documents produced by this committee must be open to 
the public. For example, forest products interests and anyone else would have 
the right to attend meetings and request working papers; and, the committee 

would have to ensure that notices of its meetings were published in the Federal 


Register. 
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11. Would meetings held between an interest group and a federal agency to 
discuss issues of concern to the interest group violate the public access and 
Procedural requirements of FACA? 


If the interest group initiated the meetings and if in the meetings the flow of 


information went one way, from the group to the federal agency, FACA would most 
likely not be violated because: 


a. the agency did not establish the group; 


bi Ythe agency did not utilize the group to aid in its formation of 
policy. The agency did not seek advice from the group to aid specific 
policy/regulatory formation. Instead, the group was simply 
transmitting its concerns to the agency. If the agency began asking 
the group for its advice on specific issues and if the agency planned 
to use that advice to develop regulations, then FACA would most like 
apply. 


Remember, though, to look at the totality of circumstances. 


12. How can federal agencies interact with organizations and/or coalition of 
organizations (e.g., Applegate Partnership, Quincy Library Group) without 
violating FACA? 


There are several ways the federal agencies can practice good public 
involvement and still uphold the law: 


One-on-one meetings - where the meeting is initiated by the organization, 
or where the meetings is initiated by the Federal agency on an ad hoc 
basis. CAUTION: A Federal agency using "outside-initiated" meetings or 
irregular, intermittent "agency-initiated" meetings as a dodge to attempt 
to avoid FACA would violate the Spirit of FACA and very likely the letter 
as well. The GSA regulations, 41 CFR 101-6.1004 (j), Say a group must be 
chartered if the agency uses it "recurrently as a preferred source," but 
does not define these terms. FACA questions must always be answered under 
a_ "totality of the circumstances," according to GSA. 


Public meetings - open meetings (town halls, hearings, "county 
commissioner"-style meetings, etc.) where the meeting is publicly announced 
and open to all. 


Mailings - periodic (monthly, quarterly, etc.) reports or newsletters to a 
standard mailing list including organizations and their members. Mailings 
can include response opportunities such as preference polls, postage-paid 
comment forms, etc. 


Other media - computer bulletin boards, fax-back telephone systems, 
pre-recorded voice telephone systems, etc. Asa general rule, any method 
of communication that is open to anyone. 
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13. Can Federal agencies continue to interact with organizations and/or 
coalitions of organizations that are covered under an MOU, which identifies 
common goals and interests, and obey the law? 


Yes, as long as the Federal agencies are not members of the organization or 
coalition of organizations. The agencies can continue to work with them in 
ways outlined above. The Organization or coalition of organizations would have 
the form of any other "group" the Forest Service works with, hears from, 
negotiates with, etc., while managing NFS lands. The following apply to all 
interactions with groups: 


a. Decisionmaking authority on National Forest System lands cannot be 
shared or delegated outside of the federal government. Encroachment 
on this authority by a group or other entity is inappropriate. 


be The utilization "ofa group to obtain advice or recommendations on 
matters of Federal jurisdiction or authority is regulated by FACA. 


Note: FACA is not just about decisionmaking-- it is about obtaining advice 
or recommendations on any matter. 


14. Can a Federal employee be a liaison to a group, and does interaction with 
that group create a problem with FACA? 


No, if the role of a "liaison" is performed consistently with the methods of 
communication outlined above. FACA is not implicated by the sole reason of 
having a liaison. If the role of “liaison" includes the utilization of a group 
to obtain advice or recommendations, FACA would become an issue. A full-time 
liaison to a group would certainly contribute to the "totality of the 
circumstances" indicating that the Forest Service could be "utilizing" the 
"group" on a "recurrent" basis as a "primary source" of advice. 


15. Groups and individuals will continue to make proposals to the Federal 
agencies regarding ecosystem management across land ownerships, economic 
development, community participation methods, etc. If the Federal agencies 
agree to act on these ideas, will the action be a violation of FACA? And how 
can we avoid that? 


There is no violation of FACA here if the input is written, or comes via one of 
the mechanisms listed under #10 above. Any person or group can make a 
"proposal for Federal action" to a Federal agency. After the idea is passed on 
to the Federal agency, a Federal official must exercise discretion over whether 
the idea is one that the Federal agency will invest resources in to run it 
through the Federal decisionmaking process. Obviously, many ideas are simply 
disregarded at an early stage because the agency cannot act on all the ideas 
that come forward. 
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16. Can an agency facility be utilized for meetings of groups? 


Yes, assuming the meetings are conducted within the guidelines outlined above. 


There is no restriction in FACA regarding using Federal facilities to meet with 
groups. 


For example, suppose one day a group shows up on the Ranger District doorstep 
and wants to tell the Ranger a thing or two. Balancing the many tasks for the 
day, the Ranger decides that there is, indeed, time for this group-initiated 
meeting. This situation poses no FACA problem. As with all FACA questions, 
however, we must consider whether meeting in a Forest Service facility 
contributes to the "totality of the circumstances." 


17. Can Federal employees attend group meetings on their own time (off work or 
on annual leave) if such attendance is not intended to represent the agencies, 
but rather as private citizens? 


A Federal employee attending a group meeting as a private citizen would perhaps 
not be an obvious instance of a Federal official "utilizing a group to obtain 
advice or recommendations." However, a Forest Service employee or any other 
Government employee does not automatically lose Federal status at the end of 
his/her workday or while on annual leave. 


First, we should turn to conduct-of-employees regulations, which admonish 
employees not to take "action...which might result in or create the appearance 
of" giving preferential treatment to any person, losing impartiality, or making 
a Governmental decision outside of official channels, 7 CFR 0.735-11 (a). 
Outside activities are prohibited if they may be construed by the public to be 
official acts of the Department or if they may tend to bring criticism of the 
Department, 7 CFR 0.735-13 (a). 


Second, circumstances may not be under the control of the Federal employee. 

For example, it would be widely known in the group who is and who is not a 
Forest Service employee. Other members of the group outside the control Of OF 
even contrary to the will of the employee may give “advice and recommendations" 
to the employee in a way that violates the intent, or perhaps even the letter 
of FACA. A Forest Service employee at such a meeting takes on the burden of 
avoiding FACA problems as well as ethical problems. 


Finally, an agency using "private citizen" attendance as a dodge to attempt to 
avoid FACA would violate the spirit of FACA and very likely the letter, as 
well. We have to consider the "totality of the circumstances." 


18. Does contracting create a problem with FACA? For example, the agencies are 
initiating a forest health assessment for a given watershed. The team will be 
agency ecologists and specialists, and college professor(s). Will a contract 
with the college professor(s) (identifying them as working as agents of and in 
interest of the federal government) be acceptable under FACA? 


A group including Forest Service employees and Forest Service contractors is 
not regulated by FACA. 


There is a larger question of whether a contractor can, in turn, use a group to 
conduct the contractor’s work. The answer depends on circumstances Surrounding 
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the formation of the group and the use of the advice the group provides. If 
the group is first formed by the agency, and then a contractor is retained to 
conduct the work of the group and channel the group’s advice back to the 
agency, it is likely that this could violate FACA. On the other hand, if the 
contractor 1s retained first, and the contractor decides to assemble the group 
to help the contractor, this would not implicate FACA. The difference is that 
the agency establishes and utilizes the group in the first instance, but the 
contractor establishes and utilizes the group in the second. 


19. There are lots of questions about how NEPA can be facilitated without 
violating FACA. What if input received is in the form of a "recommendation" or 
“advice"? Can we meet with neighborhood groups to gather input in addition to 
advertised public meetings.? 


Yes, two-way communication is legal, especially under the public involvement 
mechanisms for NEPA. What is regulated by FACA is Federal agency establishment 


or utilization of a group for the purpose of obtaining consensus advice or 
recommendations: 


"Establishment or utilization" as used in FACA generally means the Federal 
agency brings the group together. A clear example would be where the agency 
picks the members of the group and meets with them regularly under an 
agency-prepared agenda for express and limited purposes. These circumstances 
do not rise in the NEPA context, where Federal agency consults with or takes 
comments in an open process from pre-existing groups. Even if a group is not 
pre-existing, FACA does not regulate the group if it is formed without any 
Federal involvement. And even if a group were pulled together by a Federal 
agency for the purpose of streamlining the scoping process, for example, FACA 
would only regulate the group as a general rule if it were to meet regularly 
over time with constant membership. It’s fairly safe to say that any scoping 
meeting or public hearing under the NEPA process is not regulated by FACA. 


"Group" as used in FACA generally means two or more individuals, not all of 
whom are full-time Federal employees. Federal contractors, "special 
employees," and non-Federal employees on duty for a Federal agency under the 
Intergovernmental Personnel Act for purposes of FACA should be counted as 
Federal employees. 


"Advice or recommendations" as used in FACA generally means for the ultimate 
legal question to be answered, or the ultimate choice between alternatives to 
be made, by a Federal official. For example, a group formed for fact-finding, 
evidence-gathering, developing methodology, using the scientific method, ete. 
probably would not be regulated by FACA. On the other hand, a group formed to 
give advice to a Federal official on which discretionary course of conduct to 
follow most likely would be. A group that answers the question; "What is the 
stream’s temperature?" as a general rule is not regulated by FACA. On the 
other hand, a group that answers the question, "What temperature should it 
be?", is regulated by FACA. 


No group meeting under the umbrella of a NEPA process is automatically exempt 
from or in compliance with FACA. Nor can one say that there is necessarily a 
conflict between the public involvement requirements of NEPA and the 

regulations of FACA. Both NEPA and FACA must be complied with. An agency is 
free to receive input during the scoping portion of the NEPA process from any 
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interested or affected group without first going through FACA regulations. The 
analysis of FACA implications is based on the "totality of the circumstances." 
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Offacral ly assigned federal duties, and none of the formalities 
that would be expected to attend such assignments were ever 
observed. oSeelSeUssiG. 1§93374- 

Even if the Court were to find that the state university 
professors were "federal employees," they would not qualify as 
being "full-time" unless, as the defendants propose, they be given 
credit for full-time work because they each averaged over 40 hours 
per week for FEMAT during its existence. But the exception for 
"full-time officers and employees" only supports the purposes of 
FACA if the term as used in FACA is interpreted as drawing a 
distinction between reqular civil servants and outsiders or 
hybrids; it clearly has no place in FACA as a wage-and-hour rule. 
As the AAPS court noted, "FACA would be rather easy to avoid if an 
agency could simply appoint 10 private citizens as special 
government employees for two days, and then have the committee 
receive the section 3(2) exemption as a body composed of full-time 
government employment," AAPS 997 F.2d at 915. 

The defendants then submit that academics on advisory 
committees shouldn’t court as outsiders, because they do not 
implicate Congress’ underlying concern that advisory committees 


not be dominated by "industry leaders and the like with 
substantial parochial interest in the outcome." Natural Resources 


Defense Council, Inc. v. Herrington, 637 F. Supp. 116, 120 (D.D.c. 


1986). Nowhere, however, does FACA or its history support the 
proposition that the only special interests with which Congress 
was concerned were those inspired by mercenary motives. Scholars 


no less than business people have been known to have personal 
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agendas. And the composition of FEMAT, as a whole-- federal and 
otherwise-- at least suggests, as plaintiff alleges, that the vast 
majority of them were pro-"ecosystem management," having minimal 
sympathy for the forest products industry. 

The defendants next argue that FEMAT wa not an "advisory 
committee" because it made only a "technical assessment" of 
various management options, but did not provide "policy advice." 
The Court finds, however, that FEMAT absolutely did render policy 
advice to the President. FEMAT’s mandate was to develop and 
analyze the effects of alternative ecosystem management policy 
options for presentation to the Administration, and it did so. 
The Administration considered, so far as is shown, only the work 
of FEMAT in selecting a policy to implement, and chose one of the 
options FEMAT proposed. FEMAT directly influenced the President's 
ultimate policy decision. 

Moreover, there is nothing in the statutory language or case 
law to support the defendants’ assertion that FACA should not 
apply to “advisory committees" consisting only of technicians who 
supply the decision-makers with data. To the contrary, several 
courts have applied FACA in just such circumstances. See Public 


Citizen v. National Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteri 


for Foods, 886 F.2d 419 (D.C. Cir. 1989) (FACA applied to 





committee to develop microbiological criteria by which the safety 


and wholesomeness of food could be assessed; National Nutritional 





Foods _Ass’n v. Califano, 603 F.2d 327 (2d Cir. 1979) (single 





meeting of five experts in the field of obesity research was 


subject to FACA.) 








beak Lewibe? -. clerk s an TANS? to norsceoqmo eft) oni) esbmaus 


jgeer on gerts .ampei {Ss Yieonsain €£ ,2suencve i@eal Je -=sapesotio 


faminin parva ° .semépsnem impozyen>]”-pag sts med>, Se, ¥rizovem 


yzwaubds aeouboxd  74ex03 S07 33 — 
vadekviw" a6 gon ow TAME? teri siupre Jean eshebnetes) eri 


fo “Jodesaneas initia? & seo sham 31 ‘SHusged “sett smmos 
* 8 ‘ivhe Yc £heg” deisel roe bth ued aretIge JapingpRUAN eWolxev 
yolfcqg ts$net beh yfesufoade fAMEY Jetta rSvewolt,abOk? Faaod ont? 
one aeleveab os en* o780¢am ='TAMSY .snebsedond any o2 ‘ile 
yailag iets title asyayoone swiveres(6 Bo R26 tie acy ‘sty iarie 
-o8 Sib 2 bis olsessayninbA sui7 OF, aiatiaar ip tad 


Atow. ez Nei cevetisle ai a6 242.06 es 









sit So-an> wdad> bie ‘saenie lam? O47) NOLIog fer 


o‘anebines? ent heowewl tal ¢faesid Te 


.mrioes 
Tae aan aaa 


stan 4 waniyae! ‘io auze7@ ert as qgnedrteser siceibh ee 
sen” bhaods AAI 3649. Beesvaeee, Ipserri ss 
Fie eee 


, rer itidas) Sc yitto» baie Bs 39 a8) 
uae, | a mene < an 2 


e. ant) at. seb NSbe exeien zi ip 
{ : ue : 
bed 7 aa co “— as Se: aes ay a a ; eit - > 
enaoramyvi ts - jue dave mt AOR be. 

Z % oars i . is 7 : ; 





Leelee 

Having concluded that FEMAT was subject to FACA, the Court 
also finds that FEMAT was convened and did its work in violation 
of the Act’s requirements for the proper conduct of "advisory 
committee" business. Indeed, it is undisputed that: FEMAT 
refused to open its meetings tc NFRC and the public in violation 
of section 10(a) (1); FEMAT failed to publish notice of meetings in 
the Federal Register contrary to section 10(a) (2); FEMAT failed to 
allow volunteers to attend meetings or otherwise participate in 
its activities in violation of section 10(a) (3); FEMAT failed to 
make its records and other documents available for public 
inspection as prescribed by section 10(b); FEMAT failed to keep 
detailed minutes of meetings in violation of section 10(c); the 
establishment of FEMAT was not properly authorized as required by 
section 9(a); FEMAT failed to file an advisory committee charter 
in violation of Section 9(c); FEMAT made no attempt to fairly 
balance its Beate as required by section 5(b) (2); FEMAT took 
no special precautions to assure that its advice and 
recommendations were not inappropriately influenced by special 
interests in violation of section 5(b) (3); and FEMAT did not 
comply with the termination provisions of sections 10(d) and 14. 

The defendants argue that if, as the Court has found, FEMAT 
was an “advisory committee" under FACA whose advice was integral 
to the Administration’s decision to adopt the Forest Plan, the 
application of FACA to the FEMAT proceedings would transgress the 


constitutional doctrine of the separation of powers, thus 
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rendering it inevitable that the Court must declare the statute 
unconstitutional as applied. 

Both the Supreme Court majority in Public Citizen and the 
D.C. Circuit majority in AAPS were able, by adroit semantics and 
near-clairvoyant discernment of legislative intent, to avoid that 
drastic result in the circumstances of those cases, but not, 
however, without difficulty, and in doing so incurred stern 
disapprobation from concurring brethren who were less squeamish. 


Ire Publice® "Cit rzen, the Supreme Court employed a narrow 





construction of the word "utilized" (as in "utilized by the 
President" in FACA) to avoid the constitutional implications of 
applying FACA to a privately organized and funded group of 
"advisors" who had, for years before FACA, been regularly offering 
its opinions of prospective federal judges to the Department of 
Justice. Proceeding on an opposite track, the AAPS court adopted 
an expansive definition of the term "federal officer or employee" 
as used in FACA to embrace the President’s spouse de Laccomc 
enable the court to avoid a similar constitutional dilemma. Had 
she not been deemed such, her presence on the Health Care Task 
Force -- the sole "outsider" -- would have subjected the Task 
Force to FACA despite its "operational proximity to the President 


himself." AAPS, 997 F.2d at 909. 2 


a The Court notes in passing that' the decision-making 


apparatus employed by the President in AAPS is not dissimilar to 
that involved here. As the Health Care Task Force was to the 
“working group" in AAPS, so the Executive Committee is to FEMAT in 
this case, and the AAPS court made clear that the constitutional 
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This Court has, however, rejected the opportunities offered 
by defendants to engage in similar creative statutory construction 
and interpretation, and no others have manifested themselves 
spontaneously. Nevertheless, the importance of avoiding the 
constitutional issue to the last, acknowledged by both the Public 
Citizen and AAPS courts, 491 U.S. at S65 6075 997 -E 720 At. 9i24 
n.12, must still be respected if at all possible, and the avenue 
by which escape lies for this Court is found in the measure of the 
remedy to be given on the plaintiff’s complaint. 

FACA itself does not prescribe remedies for violations of its 
requirements. Thus, the Court must exercise its general equitable 
powers (while observing its own constitutional limitations) to 
fashion any relief that would represent an appropriate remedy for 
plaintiff's injuries caused by the violation of FACA. Franklin v. 
Gwinnett County Public Schools, __ U.S. Salat oar fea ty hte aX i 
1033-35 (1992). 

NFRC has prayed for the following relief: 

Te a declaratory judgement to the effect that FACA was 
violated by FEMAT as set out above; 

Ph an order that defendants make all FEMAT records 
immediately available to plaintiffs, whether or not the documents 
would be subject to a FOIA exemption; 

3. an order directing FEMAT to issue a report summarizing 
its activities at meetings, as required by section 10 (d); 

4. an order directing the leader of FEMAT to prepare 


detailed minutes of each meeting; and 
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5« an order prohibiting the government from utilizing the 
FEMAT report as a basis for federal policy or regulations until 
FEMAt completes an advisory process in compliance with FACA. 

No reason is shown not to enter the requested declaratory 
judgment; indeed, if there is any conclusion inevitable from the 
foregoing, it is the declaratory judgment prayed must be given. 

As the production of all FEMAT documents, the defendants 
claim that they have assembled all documents from all 600-plus 
FEMAT "participants," and that those documents which are not 
subject to FOIA request pending. It will fall to any reviewing 
court to determine the merit of the defendants’ decisions to 
withhold any documents on FOIA-exemption grounds when 
administrative appeals are exhausted. 

As to plaintiff’s request for preparation of a final report 
and the minutes of meetings, the defendants contend that the FEMAT 
Report itself satisfies the requirements of section 10(d) and that 
preparation of some comparable document at this late date would be 
redundant, superfluous, and overly burdensome; the FEMAT Report 
constitutes a sufficient “summary of [the committee’s] activities 
and such related matters as would be informative to the public,.t 
say defendants, and the Court agrees. 

To the extent that plaintiff seeks the minutes of meetings to 
reveal FEMAT’s internal deliberations and decisionmaking 
processes, there are, as plaintiff itself acknowledges, more 
effective ways to gather this information. There is, moveover, no 


evidence that any "minutes," as such, exist. 
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Finally plaintiff seeks an order enjoining the 
Administrative from relying upon the FEMAT report to promulgate 
regulations implementing its Forest Plan. Such an injunction is, 
of course, the relief of which Plaintiff is most desirous. In the 
Court’s opinion, however, such an injunction would exceed the 
injury presently to be redressed. There is nothing in the record 
to suggest that the FEMAT Report, or its advice and 
recommendations to the President, would have in any way been 
altered had FACA been complied with to the letter. It would, 
moreover, be premature. At the moment the Forest Plan is merely a 
plan; it has yet to be translated into action. There will be time 
enough when the Forest Plan is implemented to determine if any 
harm it does to NFRC and its constituents can be traced to FEMAT. 

Of greatest significance to the Court in declining to issue 
the injunction is the affront it would represent to the 
separation-of-powers principle. The Court is aware of not 
authority upon which it could confidently rely in concluding that 
it may forbid the President and Prete niee to act upon advice 
that comes to them from any source, however irregular.’ There 
is no "exclusionary rule" applicable to the decisionmaking 
processes of the President. And it is certainly no less 
presumptuous than would be a similar instruction from Congress to 
the President -- as plaintiff deems FACA to be -- as to what he 


can and cannot consider in executing the duties of his off ce. 
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It is sufficient for present purposes, and all that this 
Court concludes it should award, that” plaintire. have the 
declaratory judgment it has prayed for. The effect and 
consequences of that judgment will be left to other courts and/or 
other cases. 

It is, therefore, this __ day of March, 1994. 

ORDERED, that defendant’s motion for summary judgment is 
denied, and plaintiff’‘s motion for summary judgment is granted in 
Dart; andliteis 

FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED, that the Forest 
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team was and is an advisory 
committee subject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. 
App. 2 (1988), and that its proceedings from approximately April 


2, 1993, to July 16, 1993, were conducted in violation of the Act. 


/s/ 
Thomas Penfield Jackson 
U.S. District Judge 
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General Services Administration 
Office of Administration 
Washington, DC 20405 


March 21, 1994 
MEMORANDUM FOR COMMITTEE MANAGEMENT OFFICERS 


FROM: JAMES L. DEAN, DIRECTOR /s/ 
COMMITTEE MANAGEMENT SECRETARIAT 


SUBJECT : Application of the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(FACA) to Intergovernmental Contacts 


This memorandum provides guidance regarding the applicability of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) to contacts between the 
Federal Government, and State, local, and tribal governments. We 
are providing this information to you as requested by the Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA), Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB). 


While FACA’s scope encompasses many contacts between Federal 
officials and individuals who are not full-time employees of the 
Executive Branch, it does not extend to all such interactions. 
Circumstances will require the application of the Act in some 
Situations; however, there are many instances where it will not be 
necessary to establish advisory committees. In determining the 
applicability of the Act to your specific needs, you should 
consult GSA’s regulations located at 41 CFR Part 101-6 and vour 
agency’s Office of General Counsel. Some of the most frequently 
raised questions involving contacts with individuals who are not 
full-time employees of the Federal Government are discussed in 
this memorandum. 


I. BACKGROUND 


President Clinton recently announced several initiatives to 
promote more effective intergovernmental cooperation in the 
development and implementation of Federal regulatory actions. 
These efforts are the result of recommendations issued as part of 
the National Performance Review lead by Vice President Gore, as 
well as the Administration’s commitment to streamline the 
Executive Branch’s regulatory review process and encourage more 
direct interaction with entities affected by Federal policies. 


Executive Order 12866 





Executive Order 12866 of September 30, 1993, entitled "Regulatory 
Planning and Review," encourages agencies to seek to "harmonize 
Federal regulatory actions with related State, local, and tribal 
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directed to "explore and, where appropriate, use consensual 
mechanisms for developing regulations, including negotiated 
rulemaking." No specific approach for the accomplishment of these 
goals is required, but the directive states it should be an 
"effective process" dictated by the order and magnitude of the 
1ssues involved. 


Executive Order 12875 





Executive Order 12875 of October 26, 1993, entitled "Enhancing the 
Intergovernmental Partnership, " was issued Ae reduce the 
imposition of nonstatutory unfunded mandates upon State, local, 
and tribal governments. The Order. directs each agency to establish 
a meaningful and timely mechanism for consultation with these 
affected parties in the development of regulatory proposals 
containing significant nonstatutory unfunded mandates. 


On January 11, 1994, the Administrator of OIRA issued detailed 
guidance covering the scope, nature, and timing of 
intergovernmental contacts incident to the implementation of E.O. 
12875. While agencies have been given broad latitude to determine 
which combination of tools to employ in accomplishing the 
President’s goals, including the use of negotiated rulemaking 
advisory committees, they are required to integrate their 
activities into the ongoing regulatory process defined by E.O. 
12866. : 


II. INTERACTIONS SUBJECT TO FACA 
The use of Federal advisory committees, subject to FACA, in 


accomplishing the goals outlined by E.O. 12866 and E.O. 12875 is 
one option in developing an effective process for facilitating 


intergovernmental coordination. While the Administration 
encourages the appropriate use of advisory committees to 
accomplish rulemaking, the establishment of new = advisory 


committees is subject to review by OMB under the terms of 
Executive Order 12838 of February 10, 1993, entitled "Termination 
and Limitation of Federal Advisory Committees," and GSA as 
required by the Act. 


The following situations will require agencies to comply with FACA 
and E.0. 12838: 


(A) Negotiated Rulemaking Committees. The use of advisory 


committees to accomplish rulemaking in selected circumstances has 
been eff ctively employed by several agencies, including the 
Department of Transportation and the Environmental Protection 
Agency. Advisory committees may be used to accomplish rulemaking 
where there is a clear need to obtain advice and recommendations 
while developing a Federal regulatory or other position in a 
relatively short timeframe. Such committees are subject to FACA as 
required by the Negotiated Rulemaking Act. 
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(B) Use of Existing Advisory Committees. As Paktp.orgenes overall 


regulatory Strategy, agencies may require supplemental advice and 
recommendations to Support ongoing activities. In such cases, the 
membership and/or Stricture of existing advisory committees may be 
expanded or modified to obtain additional information. While 
consultation with GSA is required to amend the charter of an 
existing FACA committee, the additional review requirements of 


E.O. 12838 do not apply if the scope of the Original committee is 
not significantly altered. 


Regulations promulgated by GSA provide substantial flexibility in 
addressing the Operating requirements’ of existing advisory 
committees, including subgroups created to achieve their goals. 
For example, section 101-6.1004 provides a detailed Li stings.of 
committee meetings or groups which are not covered by FACA and/or 
other regulatory requirements. 


(C) General FACA Coverage. In determining coverage under FACA, 
agencies must continue to apply a "totality of circumstances" 
analysis against the functions to be performed by an individual or 
group providing advice or recommendations. Since the Act’s scope 
is quite broad and based upon the functions to be performed, 
various factors such as the desire for consensus, frequency of 
meetings, or rotation of membership individually may not determine 
coverage. Accordingly, the application of FACA to specific 
circumstances should be reviewed with GSA, and the agency’s 
Committee Management Officer and Office of General Counsel. 


III. INTERACTIONS NOT SUBJECT TO FACA 


As part of the regulatory process, agencies may receive 
unsolicited requests from pre-existing external Organizations, 
including industry associations or associations of State, local, 
or tribal officials, to express their views. Conversely, the 
Government may seek to obtain information from such groups to 
achieve maximum participation in the decisionmaking process. There 
are several avenues for obtaining advice and recommendations from 
such groups which are not subject to FACA. The extent to which 
these types of interactions are not Subject to the Act have been 
addressed in GSA’s governmentwide regulations implementing FACA 
and recent Court decisions, and are summarized below. 


(A) Meetings With Pre-Existing External Groups. From time-to-time 


agencies may receive unsolicited requests from preexisting 
external groups to provide their views on pending actions. Such 
meetings, whose primary purpose is to present to the Government 
the views of the group on a particular matter are not Subject to 
FACA. Similarly, the Executive Branch may under certain 
circumstances initiate meetings with pre-existing external groups 
for the purpose of obtaining views and information without 
applying the Act. 


Exempting such meetings with pre-existing external groups from 
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funded, or otherwise controlled the creation and/or activities of 
the group being consulted. Accordingly, such interactions may be 
Subject to FACA if these factors are present, even though the 
group existed previously. 


(B) Meetings with Individuals. A meeting between an individual and 


Federal officialis) is not covered by FACA {see 41 CFR 
101>6 -1004(h)i le 


(C) Meetings with a Group of Individuals. Meetings with a group of 


individuals for the purpose of obtaining individual opinions, 
rather than advice or recommendations as a group, are not covered 
by FACA [see 41 CFR 101-6.1004(i)]. However, such a group may be 
covered by the Act if it is relied upon as a de facto advisory 
committee over a period of time, e.g. if the agency asks the group 
to prepare advice or recommendations, or its activities for all 
intents and purposes assume the appearance cf an advisory 
committee as defined by the Act. 


For example, as part of the regulatory process, an agency may 
choose to use ae series of "focus groups, " fOxcums Or 
"roundtables" to obtain the views of individual attendees. Such 
mechanisms serve as useful conduits for obtaining a broad range of 
information required to achieve a complete regulatory analysis. 
Typically, this approach involves a series of sessions structured 
to obtain information from individuals, and attendees are rotated 
to provide a diversity of viewpoints. 


(D) Public Meetings. Public or "town" meetings which are open to 
all interested parties for the purpose of exchanging views and 
information are not subject to FACA. Such meetings are frequently 
used by many agencies as a means of collecting a wide range of 
opinions in a short period of time. Often public meetings, 
"hearings," or "town meetings" are widely advertised and include 
invitations for both oral and written input into an agency’s 
decisionmaking process. 


IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


Establishing an effective and meaningful intergovernmental 
dialogue as part of the Administration’s efforts to reduce 
nonstatutory unfunded mandates and streamline the regulatory 
review process will require the use of several approaches, 
including advisory committees. Agencies having specific questions 
or concerns regarding advisory committees may contact GSA’s 
Committee Management Secretariat at (202) 273-3556. 


cc: Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
Office of Management and Budget (OIRA/OMB) 
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Federal Advisory Committee Act of ts Bo a 
Ls Act of October 6, 1972 (P.L. Jac kos, “Bo State F70F "Ss US. Ce Appendix 2) 


Findings and Purposes 


Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that there are numerous committees, boards, 
commissions, councils, and similar groups which have been established to advise 
officers and agencies in the executive branch of the federal government and 
that they are frequently a useful and beneficial means of furnishing expert 
advice, ideas, and diverse opinions to the federal government. 

(b) The Congress further finds and declares that - 

(1) the need for many existing advisory committees has not been 
adequately reviewed; 

(2) new advisory committees should be established only when they are 
determined to be essential and their number should be kept to the minimum 
necessary; 

(3) advisory committees should be terminated when they are no longer 
Carrying out the purposes for which they were established; 

(4) standards and uniform Procedures should govern the establishment, 
operation, administration, and duration of advisory committees; 

(S) the Congress and the public should be kept informed with respect to 
the number, purpose, membership, activities, and cost of advisory committees; 
and 

(6) the function of advisory committees should be advisory only, and 
that all matters under their consideration should be determined, in accordance 
with law, by the official, agency, or officer involved. 


Applicability 


Sec. 4. (a) The provisions of this Act or of any rule, order, or regulation 
promulgated under this Act shall apply to each advisory committee except to the 
extent that any Act of Congress establishing any such advisory committee 
specifically provides otherwise. 


(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to apply to any local civic 
group whose primary function is that of rendering a public service with respect 
to a federal program, or any State or local committee, council, board, 
commission, or similar group established to advise or make recommendations to 
State of local officials or agencies. 


Responsibilities of the President 


Sec. 6. 


(c) The President shall, not later than March 31 of each calendar year 
(after the year in which this Act is enacted), make an annual report to the 
Congress on the activities, status, and changes in the composition of advisory 
committees in existence during the preceding calendar year. The report shall 
contain the name of every advisory committee, the date of and authority for its 
creation, its termination date or the date it is to make a report, its 
functions, a reference to the reports it has submitted, a statement of whether 
it is an ad hoc or continuing body, the dates of its meetings. the names and 
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occupations of its current members, and the total estimated annual cost to the 
United States to fund, service, supply, and maintain such committee. Such 
report shall include a list of those advisory committees abolished by the 
President, and in the case of advisory committees established by statute, a 
list of those advisory committees which the President recommends be abolished 
together with his reasons therefor. The President shall exclude from this 
report any information which, in his judgment, should be withheld for reasons 
of national security, and he shall include in such report a statement that such 
information is excluded. 


Responsibilities of Agency Heads 


Sec. 8. (a) Each agency head shall establish uniform administrative 
guidelines and management controls for advisory committees established by that 
agency, which shall be consistent with directives of the Director under section 
7 and section 10. Each agency shall maintain systematic information on the 
nature, functions, and operations of each advisory committee within its 
jurisdiction. 

(b) The head of each agency which has an advisory committee shall designate 
an Advisory Committee Management Officer who shall- 

(1) exercise control and supervision over the establishment, pro- 
cedures, and accomplishments of advisory committees established by that agency; 

(2) assemble and maintain the reports, records, and other papers of any 
such committee during its existence; and 

(3) carry out, on behalf of that agency, the provisions of section 552 
of title 5, United States Code, with respect to such reports, records, and 
other papers. 


Establishment and Purpose of Advisory Committees 


Sec. 9. (a) No advisory committee shall be established unless such 

establishment is- 

(1) specifically authorized by statute or by the President; or 

(2) determined as a matter of formal record, by the head of the agency 
involved after consultation with the Director, with timely notice published in 
the Federal Register, to be in the public interest in connection with the 
performance of duties imposed on that agency by law. 

(b) Unless otherwise specifically provided by statute or Presidential 
directive, advisory committees shall be utilized solely for advisory 
functions. Determinations of action to be taken and policy to be expressed 
with respect to matters upon which an advisory committee reports or makes 
recommendations shall be made solely by the President or an officer of the 
federal government. 

(c) No advisory committee shall meet or take any action until an advisory 
committee charter has been filed with- 

(1) the Director, in the case of Presidential advisory committees, or 
(2) with the head of the agency to whom any advisory committee reports 
and with the standing committees of the Senate and of the House of 
Representatives having legislative jurisdiction of such agency. Such charter 
shall contain the following information: 
(A) the committee’s official designation; 
(B) the committee’s objectives and the scope of its activity; 
(C) the period of time necessary for the committee to Carry out its 
purpose; 
(D) the agency or official to whom the committee reports; 
(E) the agency responsible for providing the necessary support for 
the committee; 
(F) a description of the duties for which the committee is 
responsible, and, if such duties are not solely advisory, a specification of 
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(G) the estimated annual Operating costs in dollars and man-years 
for such committee; 

(H) ti.e estimated number and frequency of committee meetings; 

(I) the committee’s termination date, if less than two years from 
the date of the committee’s establishment; and 

(J) the date the charter is filed. A copy of any such charter shall 
also be furnished to the Library of Congress. 


Advisory Committee Procedures 


Seci.7nl0: (a) (1) Each advisory committee meeting shall be cpen to the 
pupiie. 

(2) Except when the President determines otherwise for reasons of 
national security, timely notice of each such meeting shall be published in the 
Federal Register, and the Director shall prescribe regulations to provide for 
other types of public notice to insure that all interested persons are notified 
of such meeting prior thereto. 

(3) Interested persons shall be permitted to attend, appear before, or 
file statements with any advisory committee, subject to such reasonable rules 
Or regulations as the Director may prescribe. 

(b) Subject to section 552 of title S, United States Code, the records, 
reports, transcripts, minutes, appendixes, working papers, drafts, studies, 
agenda, or other documents which were made available to or prepared for or by 
each advisory committee shall be available for public inspection and copying at 
a single location in the offices of the advisory committee or the agency to 
which the advisory committee reports until the advisory committee ceases to 
exist. 

(c) Detailed minutes of each meeting of each advisory committee shall be 
kept and shall contain a record of the persons present, a complete and accurate 
description of matters discussed and conclusions reached, and copies of all 
reports received, issued, or approved by the advisory committee. The accuracy 
of all minutes shall be certified to by the chairman of the advisory committee. 

(d) Subsections (a)(1) and (a) (3) of this section shall not apply to any 
advisory committee meeting where the President, or the head of the agency to 
which the advisory committee reports, determines that such portion of such 
meeting may be closed to the public in accordance with subsection Wad be Sof 2 
section 552b of Title 5, United States Code. Any such determination shall be 
in writing and shall contain the reasons for such determination. If such a 
determination is made, the advisory committee shall issue a report at least 
annually setting forth a summary of its activities and such related matters as 
would be informative to the public consistent with the policy of section 552(b) 
of title 5, United State Code. 

(e) There shall be designated an officer or employee of the federal 
government to chair or attend each meeting of each advisory committee. The 
officer or employee so designated is authorized, whenever he determines it to 
be in the public interest, to adjourn any such meeting. No advisory committee 
shall conduct any meeting in the absence of that officer or employee. 

(£) Advisory committees shall not hold any meetings except at the call of, 
or with the advance approval of, a designated officer or employee of the 
federal government and in the case of advisory committees (other than 
Presidential advisory committees), with an agenda approved by such officer or 


employee. 
Fiscal and Administrative Provisions 


Sec. 12. (a) Each agency shall keep records as will fully disclose the 
disposition of any funds which may be at the disposal of its advisory 
committees and the nature and extent of their activities. The General Services 
Administration, or such other agency as the President may designate, shall 
maintain financial records with respect to Presidential advisory committees. 
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The Comptroller General of the United States, or any of his authorized 
representatives, shall have access, for the purpose of audit and examination, 
to any such records. 

(b) Each agency shall be responsible for providing support services for 
€ach advisory committee established by or reporting to it unless the 
€stablishing authority provides otherwise. Where any such advisory committee 
reports to more than one agency, only one agency shall be responsible for 
Support services at any one time. In the case of Presidential advisory 


committees, such services may be provided by the General Services 
Administration. 


Termination of Advisory Committees 


Sec. 14. (a) (1) Each advisory committee which is in existence on the 
effective date of this Act shall terminate not later than the expiration of the 
two-year period following such effective date unless- 

(A) in the case of an advisory committee established by the 
President or an officer of the federal government, such advisory committee is 
renewed by the President or such officer by appropriate action prior to the 
expiration of such two-year period; or 

(B) in the case of an advisory committee established by an Act of 
Congress, its duration is otherwise provided for by law. 

(2) Each advisory committee established after such effective date shall 
terminate not later than the expiration of the two-year period beginning on the 
date of its establishment unless- 

(A) in the case of an advisory committee established by the 
President or an officer of the federal government such advisory committee is 
renewed by the President or such officer by appropriate action prior to the end 
of such period; or 

(B) in the case of an advisory committee established by an Act of 
Congress, its duration is otherwise provided for by law. 

(b) (1) Upon the renewal of any advisory committee, such advisory committee 
shall file a charter in accordance with section SACIE 

(2) Any advisory committee established by an Act of Congress shall file 
a charter in accordance with such section upon the expiration of each 
successive two-year period following the date of enactment of the Act 
establishing such advisory committee. 

(3) No advisory committee required under this subsection to file a 
charter shall take any action ‘other than Preparation and filing of such 
charter) prior to the date on which such charter is filed. 

(c) Any advisory committee which is renewed by the President or any officer 
of the federal government may be continued only for successive two-year periods 
by appropriate action taken by the President or such officer prior to the date 
on which such advisory committee would otherwise terminate. 
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FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
ACT 


April 29, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture & Interior Memorandum. 
March 25, Summary of Judge Jackson's Status Conference. 
March 21, DC District Court Ruling on NFRC v. Espy. 

March 21, General Services Administration Memorandum. 


Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972. 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Sesser. 


Memorandum 


To: Chief, Forest Service 
Acting Director, Bureau of Land Management 
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Acting Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of Indian Affairs 


From: Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Land and Minerals Management 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, indian Affairs 


Subject: Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) Compliance Concerning 
Implementation Activities for the President’s Northwest Forest Pian 


In view of the recent court decision, NREC vy. Esoy, which determined that the 
process for preparation of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 
(FEMAT) report for the President’s Forest Plan violated the requirements of FACA, 
special precautions must be exercised to ensure that all current actions and future 
activities related to implementation of the Forest Plan fully comply with FACA 
requirements. Consistent with Judge Jackson’s decision in the above case, the 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Forest Plan issued on April 13, 1994, requires 
that “all non-federal participation in the forest Management process will accord 
with the strictures of the Act." Failure to comply with FACA during 
implementation of the Forest Plan potentially places the entire plan at legal risk. 


One key implementation objective for ecosystem-based management set forth in 
the forest plan is to have all involved federal agencies working together as one 
government. Another is to have full participation of all non-federal governmental 
interests (the states, tribes, and loca! governments) in long-term forest 
management in the region. To achieve these objectives, an interagency approach 
has been established utilizing committees, working groups, and teams both at the 
regional and field levels. While input and participation of all involved shareholders, 
both federal and non-federal, are important to successful implementation of 
ecosystem-based management, the activities and processes carried Out by all 


components of this new interagency, inter-governmental approach must comply 
with requirements of FACA. 
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Full compliance must begin immediately. We realize that this may create special 
challenges concerning the participation of states and tribes. Attorneys at the 
Interior Department Solicitor’s Office and the Agriculture Depariment’s Office of 
the General Counsel are available to expedite compliance with this directive. Over 
the next several weeks, we will be examining options that might enable us to 
achieve our objectives of partnership and collaboration envisioned in the Forest 
Plan, while still complying with FACA. However, in the short term, until the FACA 
issues have been resoived it will be necessary to avoid a consensus-type decision- 
making or advisory process that Involves non-federal officials. It will still be 
possible to obtain the views of states, tribes, and local governments through 
individual meetings, open hearings, and written submissions. 


To expedite implementation of this directive, copies of this memorandum have 
been provided directly to the Regional Foresters of the Forest Service (Regions 5 
and 6); the State Directors, Bureau of Land Management (Oregon/Washington and 
California); the Portland Area Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs; the Director of the 
U.S. Office of Forestry and Economic Development, Portland, Oregon; and the 
acting Director of the Regional Ecosystem Office. 






Ly heer fe 


AssistantSecretary of Interior 
Qa Land and Minerals Manegement 





of Agriculture 
rand Environment 


Assistant Secretary of Pe interior 


Indian Affairs 


cc: Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere 
Director, White House Office on Environmental Policy 
Regional Director, National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattie, WA 
Regional Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency, Seattle, WA 
Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portiand, OR 
USDA, Office of General Counsel, Washington, DC and Portland, OR 
USDOI, Office of the Solicitor, Washington, DC 
USDOI Regional Solicitor, Portland, OR 
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Confidential and Attorney-Client Privileged 


Summary of Status Conference in 


Northwest Forest Resource Council v. Espy 


March 25, 1994 


The status conference was held in open ‘court, owith!iall parties 
represented and at least one reporter present. Counsel for the 
amici parties was present but did not say anything. 


Judge Jackson began the status conference by sternly stating that 
he was dismayed by the government’s public reaction to his March 
21 decision. [Judge Jackson had apparently read the Washington 
Post and AP news stories in which, among other things, an unnamed 
administration official called the decision a Se" siapsronry the 


wrist". The decision had found FEMAT to have violated FACA but 
did not enjoin the use of the FEMAT Report]. Judge Jackson said 
the public statements made by the government were not a reaction 
to be proud of. Judge Jackson said he wanted to emphasize 
emphatically that his decision was not meant to be commending a 
good faith effort and was not a "slap on the wrist". Judge 


Jackson said he wanted to assure himself that the matter was not 
at an end. 


Judge Jackson said that he did not issue an injunction because he 
did not regard himself to be in a position to instruct the 
President in what he can or cannot consider in making decisions. 
Judge Jackson said that the effect of the FEMAT Report in other 
contexts remains to be determined. 


Judge Jackson then stated that he wanted to ask the parties what 
was likely to happen in the controversy. Plaintiffs answered that 
other courts were involved in the controversy and that a ROD was 
expected by April 14. Judge Jackson asked who was expected to 
sign the ROD, and plaintiffs answered the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Secretary of the Interior. 


Judge Jackson asked plaintiffs if they intended to challenge the 
ROD, and if so, would they challenge it in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia. Plaintiff's counsel answered that 
the press had quoted his client as saying that they would 
challenge the ROD if the preferred alternative were selected, that 
they would give serious consideration to filing the lawsuit in 
D.C., and that they would consider such a lawsuit a related case 


to NFRC v. Espy. 


Judge Jackson then turned to the government. The government said 
that they deeply regretted the comments reported in the newspaper, 
and that the comments were not cleared and the commentor was not 
fully intormed: Further, the government said that the comments 
did not reflect the actual views of the government toward the 


decision. 
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Judge Jackson asked the government if it would appeal the 
decision. The government responded that it had not yet decided. 


More importantly, Judge Jackson asked the government if had 
considered forbearing the administrative decision in Pigutsors his 
decision. The government responded that it was under court order 
in Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons to issue a ROD by April 14, 
and that it still intends to do so. The government said the ROD 
would be signed by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary 
of the Interior, or their delegatees, and would be effective 30 
days after it was Signed. The government also described in 
greater detail the three injunctions facing the Forest Service and 
BLM. 


Judge Jackson asked if Judge Dwyer had been informed of his 
decision. The government responded that it would file a status 
report before the end of the month and intended to provide a copy 
of the decision in the status report. 


Judge Jackson then said that he accepted the government’s 
contrition of its public comments. Judge Jackson observed that 
the situation still appeared fluid and that he wanted another 
status conference. 


The government inquired if that meant the court did not intend for 
its order to be final, and thus not begin the time period for 
appeal. Judge Jackson responded that he regarded the order as 
final judgment that an appeal can be take from, but that he hopes 
that parties do not take the full 60 days to decide whether or not 
to appeal. Judge Jackson also stated that he intended to maintain 
jurisdiction over the matter to enforce his order. 


Judge Jackson asked plaintiffs to respond. Plaintiffs said that 
they had nothing else today, but that they may seek some interim 
relief in the future. Plaintiffs suggested a status conference in 
mid-May so that enough time had elapsed for them to study the ROD 
after it is issued. Plaintiffs stated that by mid-May they would 
have reached some decisions on future actions. 


Judge Jackson concluded the hearing by scheduling a_ status 
conference for Friday, May 13, at 9:30. 


~~. 

ons lease vs Btiyav 7} *! -dmenuige, oe sHiS .2onee coetah) spk. 
besos sey Seon bers sf bebyrogess Jcomeiavep. SAT ans f13eb 

bart iiewisevoo. sr batse, SCA. <SBbU cidnnage gt | Som 
sil Sa chess aotacieh svigerrelsubn- any ee tineden de oS Geary 
Lo ee ~§Tiise 30500 saw = 7a Ss 200 as fuse ~A/Se ie TS29Gh 
Ligge Vd "G08 0 2urel Ol BION: We id an SDA, te Me 

on S> Soectreve, 3 oe of OF Shigane sec ge ee boy 

“o) 3 a:39 Bre tro Lis? pA 36 Wists 56er Gd gO tangs nw 
Vi, veg s9°@° ed Dlivow tat --otagpelet arent?) so, ,gDis9 ee ent 90 
nz. begesseo ceils. Jnenits ev Ss iz et? te Kew (32 a ee Pad ty ke 
bog  e2i¥is* sees off voind? efoloomrii :42 fy Sresay tsaie7p 


. MIA 
sotp. 24360 he 2ewQ wohut. 1 baxeze. pogdoah- Speat 
aucsoe 9 gi62. Daiow, 94 Jess. hehrroves’ IbeGseveer afr > -Messiset 
Y4e> & ebivet i neabason. boas dios =09 16 Preesda, ss0len aaogs: 

Fsousz. ev Ts tJe ats, ie apie atid cai Bo 


= 2.4 i‘: or 



















a” Dorset nmevo. en3 CP IGeooe Pl ge het He peta HOELIAY,- ae : 
7 rg beTI "1G DOesos. SEOUL lich moo bd uy = $2, om .3au 
wdIOSB- peditw acd. sete Bie. oiuss Hots argTy , gogeut frat te 

a , Z 
x09 beestd: son BE Srvum wie Jotem sens. 21 hesaupre 2 - 
sot Eelt’¢ emf) es =198e 20: sit; fra eS Bc 7 


is tobro wid Colbreges of lads bubro mes” 90% 
cago Sci sat’ cod . mies) ed stoke Laage 
Jon 4S cativeriw dint. G3 eyvab Ga lives 
Rte ten os indnessal eifcads beter cate b 

; e540 bedi) eit Ane “3 Pare: 


tele bine paspsntea, beose2 Qa” PEste a 
MAtevoi Pe Aves “yar (sat? sang 30¢ .webo 
G)° O2E cisvrl suysaars Eeipet ar : . 
OGG sh) yoise co mer x62 Goagek Bae: 
boview waits big bang Sad. arrtg ‘gesase 48 
era & 





UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


NORTHWEST FOREST RESOURCE GCOUNGLIEY 
PRaInNeGi ££, 


Civ IsActionNNowns 3-162. 


BSPYVyeteaim Filed March 21, 1994 


Defendants. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
a 


MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

In two recent cases six federal justices and judges have 
written at length on the problem presented in this case, namely, 
the implications of the constraints placed by the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act ("FACA") or "the ACE"), Oo) U.S2C. App. 2 7(1988) on 
the President’s ability to solicit and receive collective advice 
privately and without formality. Their several opinions 
developed most of the research and reasoning that underlies this 
decision as well, and it need not, therefore, be reiterated here. 


Superficially characterized, however, their scholarship in the 


ee Washington Legal Foundation v. U.S. Dept. of Justice, 691 
F. Supp. 483 (D.D.C. 1988), aff'd on other grounds sub nom. Public 
Citizen v.§ U.S. Dept. of Justice, 491 U.S. 440 (1989), the Supreme 


Court held that a privately organized and funded committee of the 
American Bar Association, was not "utilized," in the sense 
Congress intended in FACA, by the President in making appointments 
to the federal judiciary. 

In Association of Am. Physicians & Surgeons v. Clinton, 813 
F. Supp. 82 (D.D.C.) reversed and remanded, 997 F.2d 898 (D.C. 
Cir. 1993) ("AAPS"), the D.C. Circuit held that the President's 
spouse could be deemed a de facto officer or employee of the 
federal government, thus making FACA inapplicable to a task force 


en = | ee ee Ae Se ee ie 





TAVO TDIMTeia eaPATs opera 
ALMMUIOD IC TOENTSIG SP ST 


| tramte:’ apanegalt Teed, reawontion 


; ty aabeld— 
' 
[8el-£2 .oM paLsoA Livtl ' ; ay 
‘ | : wis 
PCEL “VIN vrodam oes { fo | 4a 
4 - 
-ea7nesge2e6 


—— RR RN 





7 FURS CMA MipcAOuteng 


evei seeb.! baa escitaut Lsxbbe. «ie 88865 JNS>e2 ows “ail 


Pa a [aman , 9822 esas ds bavaieds=4 erat ctorsry oty ne sian as egtiyw 


a 


(ios lvEA Letébe% erg Yd beetig s2cteygenos ets te mega ar eri 
= 


wo ,teaen) & \.qqgk .wew- 2 , t spA eris* 25 aa =) 4 Sp iabee? 


a>ivbs sviszeilos avieset bre, sioiloa oF > sag a cle 


f 
etoiniqo  laseves t.arfT ysilewret —guctgiw ee: ) 
are * evr ; 
7 aa =) 







giny eslisebav tana enrogeses one ‘Hoassaen nag 36 = 
. | oy ee oe 
sted besexe7 lot 2 Se sagyers dou besa’ at ‘oon y ght ca 


trideielods® +tisda zevewor amend a: 





aggregate has revealed FACA to be an uncomfortably broad statue, 
datingir fromei bh 7200 hac would, if literally applied, stifle 
Vi rivadl yi aval non-public consultative communication between 
policy-making federal officials and a group of any two or more 
other people, any one of whom is not in government service. As a 
result, the majority Opinions in those cases were at pains to 
elide the literal reading of FACA to avert what those courts 
believed were surely legislatively unintended consequences on the 
one hand, or a major constitutional issue on the other. 

This case arises upon yet another attempt by the Executive 
Branch to escape the toils of FACA in formulating the current 
Administration’s policy for the future of over 24 million acres of 
federally owned forest lands in the states of Oregon and 
Washington. The plaintiff Northwest Forest Resource Council 
("NFRC") is a not-for-profit association incorporated in Oregon 
representing the interests of the timber and other forest products 
industries in the two states. Defendants are the U.S. Secretaries 
of Agriculture and Interior, a group of individuals comprising the 
object of, this suit, an entity known as the Forest Ecosystem 
Management Assessment Team ("FEMAT"), and FEMAT’s chairman, a 
research wildlife biologist with the U.S. Forest Barvice: 

Plaintiff alleges that, as convened and employed by the 
President, FEMAT constituted an "advisory committee" within the 
contemplation of FACA which, if so, then entitled NFRC (and the 
public generally) to certain rights to be (or to have been) privy 
to and to have participated in FEMAT’s proceedings. Having been 


denied those rights while FEMAT was engaged in preparing a 
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document, published in July, 1993, upon, which the defendant 
secretaries will, at the President’s direction, in major part rely 
in establishing and implementing a "Forest Plan," NFRC asks this 
Court to declare FEMAT to have been an “advisory committee" and 


accord NRFC as many of those rights as possible nunc pro tung; to 





declare FEMAT’s proceedings null and void for failure to comply 
with FACA; and to enjoin defendants from any reliance upon FEMAT’s 
report in managing federal forest lands unless and until FEMAT 
complies with FACA. 

Defendants respond that, for various reasons, FEMAT was never 
conceived, nor did it function, as an "advisory committee" under 
FACA, and, were this Court to find it so, then FACA itself must be 
deemed an unconstitutional invasion of the executive privilege for 
communications necessary to his exercise of the powers entrusted 
by the Constitution to the President. See United States v. Nixon, 
418 U.S. 683, 705 (1974), and Nixon v. Administrator of General 
Services, 433 U.S. 425, 449 (1977). 

This case is presently before the Court on cross-motions for 
summary judgment .* For the reasons to follow the Court will 


grant plaintiff's motion for summary judgment in part, deny the 


2180 pending in defendants’ motion to dismiss the claims made 
in certain counts of the amended complaint, on the grounds that 
plaintiff lacks standing to assert those claims and the non- 
justiciable character of the relief they seek. The Court 
concludes that NFRC has standing, a fortiori as the plaintiffs had 


standing in Public Citizen, see 491 U.S. at 448-52, and that the 
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defendants’ motion for summary judgment, and grant the relief 
hereinafter set forth. 
Le 

The material facts are of record and are not genuinely in 
dispute. On April 2, 1993, President Clinton, Vice President 
Gore, and other government officials (including the defendant 
Secretaries) attended a day-long "forest conference" in Portland, 
Oregon, to address the long-standing controversy between 
environmentalists and the forest products industry over the uses 
to be made of federal forest lands. At the conclusion of the 
conference the President announced that the Administration planned 
to "begin work immediately to craft a balanced, a comprehensive, 
and a long-term policy" toward forest management . Concurrently 
(or nearly so) with the President’s announcement, Katie McGinty, 
Director of the White House Office of Environmental Policy, in the 
Executive Office of the President, established an inter-agency 
group called the Forest Conference Executive Committee (""xecutive 
Committee") to direct and supervise the work of FEMAT, which was 
then already in the formative stages. Ms. McGinty chaired the 
Executive Committee. Other active members of the Executive 
Committee included Thomas Collier, Chief of Staff of the Interior 
Department, James Lyons, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for 
Natural Resources, and five other sub-Cabinet officials. The 
Executive Committee instructed FEMAT to identify management 
alternatives, employing an "ecosystem" approach, to attain the 
"greatest economic and social contribution from the forests." 


Defendant Jack Ward Thomas, a biologist with the U.S. Forest 
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Service, was named the leader of FEMAT and reported weekly on 
FEMAT’s progress to the Executive Committee. 

FEMAT was composed of six subteams whose participants 
admittedly included private contractors paid with federal funds. 
FEMAT also established 14 advisory subgroups to provide it with 
biological impact assessments on various forms of plant and animal 
life. Altogether somewhere between 600 and 700 people contributed 
in some way to FEMAT’s work. The subteams and each of the 
advisory subgroups eventually had benefit of the services of some 
non- federal personnel, and although the parties are not in 
agreement as to which of the 600-700 individuals should be counted 
as "members" of FEMAT for purposes of FACA, in May 1993, the 
Administration released a list of 37 FEMAT Participants who 
defendants are presently willing to acknowledge must be deemed 
"members." At least five of those people, defendants also 
concede, were not regular federal employees. They were Norman 
Kenneth Johnson, Brian Greber, and George Stankey, full-time 
faculty members at Oregon State University, and Margaret Shannon 
and Jerry Franklin, both on the faculty of the University of 
Washington. None of those professors took leaves of absence from 
their institutions while working for FEMAT; all continued to 
receive their full paychecks, and they or their universities were 


paid varying sums by the federal Gove samentus 


: Defendants estimate the total cost to the government of 
FEMAT at $3.1 million, of which approximately $443,000 (14%) was 
paid for non-federal contractors’ services. 

Expenditures were made for office space rental, travel, 
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On July 1, 1993, President Clinton announced his "Forest Plan 
for a Sustainable Economy and a Sustainable Environment" ("Forest 
Plan") which is based in Significant part on Option 9, one of the 
ten forest management "options" presented by FEMAT in its Report. 
On July 16, 1993, the Forest Service released the FEMAT Report of 
over OOO pages, * and an ensuing "Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement" analyzed only the FEMAT-sanctioned 
Options with Option 9 appearing as the preferred alternative. 

The final policy embodied in the Forest Plan is expected by 
all parties to go into effect on March 31, 1994, pursuant to the 
order of another district judge. See Seattle Audobon SOC’ yo Vv. 
Moseley, 798 F. Supp. 1484 (W.D. Wash. L993). 

Lis 

The defendants first argue that FEMAT was simply not an 
"advisory committee" or not the sort of "advisory committee" with 
which FACA is concerned. But FACA itself defines an “advisory 
committee" to which it applies as "any committee, board 
commission, council, conference, panel, task force, or other 
similar group, or any subcommittee or subgroup therefore" that is 


"established or utilized" by the President or an agency " in the 


of replacements for federal employees detailed to FEMAT for 
extended periods. 


é The FEMAT- Report itself lists 104 names of major 


contributors to it, 24 of whom were not regular federal employees, 
although some of the 24 provided only clerical or support 
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interest of obtaining advice or recommendations for the President 
Or one or more agencies or officers of the Federal government." 
we S.C Apne oS eat one 

BY anyipiat7 interpretation of the facts and Certainly, by Ja 
literal reading of the statutory definition, FEMAT was an 
"advisory committee" within the contemplation of FACA in form and 
function, unless elsewhere excepted in the statute. It was a 
consultative assembly of knowledgeable persons for a specific 
purpose; calling it a "team" does not alter its mature. It was 
both "established" and "utilized" by the President for his 
guidance in devising a forest management policy. And it did 
render him "advice" and "recommendations" which he accepted and 
followed. 

Elsewhere in the statute, however, conclaves identical to 
FEMAT are excluded from the status of being "advisory committees, " 
and exempted from any obligations as such, if) DUE Pon] 4 i. they 


are "composed wholly of full-time officers or employees of the 


Federal Government." D8 UeSeC. sApp ages S. 3)(a) (141) (emphasis 
added). In other words, FACA does not appl Ved fall of the people 


assembled to advise the President are already in government 


service. 


As the Supreme Court observed in Public Citizen, "FACA was 





enacted to cure specific ills, above all the wasteful expenditure 
of public funds for worthless committee meetings ad biased 
proposals." Public Citizen, 491 U.S. at 453. Simply expressed, 
the counsel of persons who have been "appointed in the civil 


service," see 5 U.S.C. §§ 2104, 2105, costs the government nothing 





= 


Sid aiaes afi sel arcysdebnsnino te, zo “SaktbS enue 6. adetean 


‘ _ geonuisvap latebe3 st 1G Srediiin, iS time 9am 7 So Jo 
(SHES c Lgaa Seu 2 

& Yd VitwesYe> bne 219". Ha 30 BO LAIST STEO Tae faa Ane 
ts eev “tear “norsgpeeted webavoede dis ro" eostaee © wai 
Sue aici iz ADAG Yo gotselynstnoo sity ainagw “oo3 ames) Cag hae 
6 Ask j1 wtus62a edd mi beggsoNs sredwaate - aeetny . aeeee 
22260095. 6./3207 ehostey $f dmepbe hos 26 < dempaeas: _evigaaiuetion 
age 22 $1500 '@7i a9dis 20m an0b “mass «a 31 paki iso isaoenog 
at 26%. gnethaex9 gtr ye, Mani i iay ei bhs "ormnnawe sized 


bib Ti buat .Vottog 7 oompgstenen tesvo%. 4 ‘ear ip 
) <s i . 
bas hearqenge ot cosnw Tao! yebAbimioses bg, “eHlivee wich \Febries 
. 7 ’ yu _ s F) 

; ks 












_ 


ct isoiznsbt sevéisnos (xsvewodt)  jesuands oso Mi. 
| Poe: 


" @vostiingo>. vec Vbs" -pnise to wu dag Sah 

yer (BE lite i 32 ove 9s coil 

ail}, te abepetaing » x0 Mirae 96 naire: 8 

=i varigie) (bbe) eit By & am > age 
“. a aa Lisi Breese 


na 


a » 


es 








nce “ any Pala ies ae ahi a 
— as wre we ah» 


Prtonal bast: ees: 


F att 






more in the way of compensation; their conduct is Strictly hedged 
about by statute and rule to protect against temptation to profit 
financially from the advice they give; and they ostensibly have no 
Parochial interests to serve apart form the general public 
good. 

In attempting to stretch the language of FACA’s exception for 
committees "composed wholly of full-time officers or employees of 
the federal government" to reach FEMAT, however, the defendants 
take the concept of being in federal service to a meaningless 
extreme. They submit that the five outsiders, the professors who 
contributed to the work of FEMAT (and the only contributors they 
will concede to have been "members" of it) should still be 
regarded as "officers or employees of the federal government" 
within the meaning of the exception, because, as faculty at state 
universities, they were "state employees," and as such could have 
been "assigned," under an unrelated SCALUEC Te oe. SCG e343 79 
(1988), to engage in the performance of a federal function had it 
occurred to anyone that it might be necessary. 

But the presence of state employees on an advisory panel has, 
notwithstanding S U.S.C. § 3372, not saved such panels from FACA 


in the past. See Center for Auto Safety v. Cox, 580 F.2d 689 





(D.C. Cir. 1978). Moreover, none of the five professors were ever 
>conversely, as another judge has put it, "“{b]ecause committees 


not composed exclusively of federal officers and employees have 
members who are not required to foreswear their private 
associations and insulate themselves against potential conflicts 
of interest, FACA requires, as an alternative check, that their 
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D. "THE ROLE OF LOW IMPACT HERBICIDE TREATMENTS IN ECOSYSTEM 
MANAGEMENT" BY McMAHON, MILLER AND THOMAS 
1993 





Presented at the 1993 National Silviculture Workshop 
November 1-4, 1993, Asheville, North Carolina. 


THE ROLE OF LOW IMPACT HERBICIDE TREATMENTS 
IN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 


Charles K. McMahon, James H. Miller, and David F. Thomas 


Abstract.--Environmentally safe, selective herbicide 
treatments can be adapted to manage habitats and direct 
succession toward desired future conditions within the 
principles of Ecosystem Management (EM). Six roles for 
herbicide treatments in EM are suggested: create and 
maintain desired habitats; create mixed and unevenaged 
stands; restore damaged landscapes; control exotic, 
noxious and poisonous plants; maintain recreational 
areas, trails, and scenic vistas; and manage rights-of- 
way for multiple use. Low impact, selective herbicide 
treatments include tree injection, cut-stump sprays or 
wipes, basal sprays or wipes, directed sprays, and 
soil-spot sprays. Selective control can also be 
achieved using broadcast (aerial and ground) 
applications of selective herbicides. Currently less 
than 0.1% of National Forest lands are treated with 
chemical herbicides in a typical year. The six roles 
and treatment methodologies are consistent with the 
desire of the current administration to decrease 
pesticide use, to use safer pesticides, and to 
emphasize integrated pest management programs. 


INTRODUCTION 


As the debate on the initial concept of New Perspectives and the 
current concept of Ecosystem Management for National Forests began 
a few years ago, some of our public and private sector colleagues 
would raise the question... "Will there be a role for herbicides 
in this new ecological approach to multiple-use management of the 
National Forests?" Some would quickly answer their own question 
and say: “Probably no role for herbicides"... because of the 
widespread disapproval of herbicide use on public lands. Others 
would say... “Probably no role for herbicides"... when new 
regulatory issues dealing with threatened and endangered species, 
water quality, State Best Management Practices, etc., are 
factored into Ecosystem Management strategies. Others would 


Project Leader and Research Forester respectively, Southern Forest 
Experiment Station, USDA Forest Service, Auburn, AL and Pesticide 
Specialist, Forest Pest Management, USDA Forest Service, 


Washington, D.C. 
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Say... “Probably no role for herbicides"... because they see 
herbicides as only benefitting commodity production... "and there 
would be little room for that"... based on their limited 


understanding of Ecosystem Management goals. And finally, some 
environmental organizations would say... “Probably no role for 

herbicides"... because they pose unnecessary risks to human and 
ecosystem health and safety, and they are socially unacceptable. 


Our own response to the “herbicide question" involved more careful 
deliberation and was brought to a head by our research mission 
review process that took place this year within the Southern 
Station. From that review and from other reviews of Forest 
Service programs at the regional and national level, it became 
obvious to us that the Forest Service will need a carefully- 
devised and publicly-accepted integrated vegetation management 
program to meet many Ecosystem Management goals. Access to the 
full menu of vegetation management alternatives... (biological, 
chemical, manual, mechanical, and prescribed burning) would be 
required to reach desired future conditions related to the 
structure, composition and function of ecosystems and their 
aesthetic acceptance. Moreover, as we sorted fact from fiction, 
and real needs from rhetoric, we concluded that low impact 
selective herbicide treatments would often be the most cost- 
effective, environmentally sound, efficacious, and timely option 
for meeting many of the multi-resource needs of forest and 
grassland ecosystems. 


Conceptually, we see a continued role for chemical herbicides in 
Ecosystem Management with a decrease in the amount of active 
ingredient used per acre in most situations. Keep in mind that 
many newer herbicide formulations coupled with low impact 
selective application technology now permit eirective treatment 
with only ounces of active ingredients per acre. Also, keep in 
mind that less than 0.1% of our National Forest System lands 
currently receive a herbicide treatment in any one year (USDA 
1993a). Positive control, a high degree of selectivity, and cost- 
effectiveness are what make modern herbicides ideal for meeting 
many Ecosystem Management needs. Clearly, further research will 
be required to refine prescriptions for all situations, but 
useable techniques and approaches could be applied today. 


ROLE OF HERBICIDES IN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 


Ecosystem management is the operating philosophy of the Forest 
Service for stewardship of lands and resources to achieve 
environmentally sensitive, socially responsive, economically 
feasible, and scientifically sound multiple-use management of the 
National Forest System. Ecosystem management means using an 
ecological approach to achieve the multiple-use management of 
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National Forests and Grasslands by blending the needs of people 
and environmental values in such a way that National Forests and 
Grasslands represent diverse, healthy, productive, and sustainable 
ecosystems (Bartuska 1993). Conceptual uses of low impact forest 
herbicides which-are consistent with this operating philosophy 
will be outlined in this paper. 


Low impact, selective herbicide treatments include tree injection, 
cut-stump sprays or wipes, basal sprays or wipes, directed foliar 
sprays, and soil-spot sprays. These methods are described by Kidd 
1987, Miller and Mitchell 1988, and Williamson et al. 1989, except 
for the innovative wipe techniques that can further minimize 
application rates. These treatments have the potential to control 
or suppress the full range of sizes and species of plants when the 
appropriate individual herbicide or tank mixture is used. 
Selective control can also be achieved using broadcast 
applications of selective herbicides with aerial and ground 
systems. Selectivity can often be enhanced by changing 
application rate, timing, additives, and herbicide formulation. 


These proposed roles are logical extensions of current uses and 
silvicultural practices that have been reported elsewhere (USDA 
1983, 1988, 1989, and 1992; Cantrell 1985) and will not be 
reviewed in this paper. Our primary focus is on describing roles 
that enhance non-commodity values, while still supporting wood and 
forage production. The discussion of these roles and ideas for 
specific treatments represent research inputs into adaptive 
management and will warrant experimental and operational 
monitoring and testing to refine these uses. 


1. Create and maintain desired plant and anima: habitat 


Herbicides in concert with other vegetation management treatments 
such as prescribed fire can play a vital role in creating and 
managing habitat for threatened, endangered and sensitive plants 
and animals. Wildlife and game animal habitat can also be created 
and maintained with selective herbicide treatments. 


e The structure of old growth stands can be mimicked to some 
degree in younger stands by midstory control, gap formation, 
and creation of standing and down coarse woody debris for the 
assemblage of species dependent on older forests. 


e In the South, herbicides are being used to selectively remove 
mid-story and understory hardwoods from older pine stands in 
order to develop the park-like nesting habitat required by 
the endangered red cockaded woodpecker. This practice is 
being used operationally in the USFS Southern Region and has 
been approved by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. 
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e Periodic creation of standing and down woody structure 
through tree injection can also improve stand composition 
while benefitting a wide array of organisms from bark- 
foraging birds, raptores and hole-nesters, to arthropods and 
microorganisms. (McComb and Hurst 1987). 


e Food plants for game and non-game wildlife can be encouraged by 
their release from plant competition using selective herbicide 
treatments. Food plots created for animal species can be 
managed by removing woody invaders with single stem herbicide 
treatments so that costly re-establishment procedures will not 
be required. Woody browse can be created by basal sprays that 
deaden tops and yield resprouts. Fruiting shrubs can be 
released from low-value mid-story and understory components. 
Woody plant encroachment into traditional grassland habitat of 
elk and antelope can be suppressed with: selective control 
treatments to perpetuate critical wildlife populations as a 
supplement to the natural role of fire in these ecosystems. 
Additionally, on some landscapes forest livestock grazing can 
be enhanced with increased forage production by controlling 
species composition to favor more desirable plants. 


2. Create mixed and unevenaged stands 


Regeneration of a variety of stand types, including both mixed 
conifer-hardwood, hardwood and unevenaged stands is the challenge 
facing Forest Service silviculturists, wildlife biologists and 
other resource managers. Completely new silvicultural systems 
will have to be developed to meet these challenges, which is 
underway at several Ecosystem Management research sites across the 
U.S. Natural regeneration will play an increasing role, which 
will require innovative vegetation control strategies for 
establishment and management through succession. 


e Through selective removals by herbicides of individual anda 
component plants early in the regeneration phase, successional 
development can be positively directed, releasing desired 
conifer and hardwood species, and other desirable components. 
Wood and fiber outputs can not be overlooked in Ecosystem 
Management and can be optimally produced using selective 
application technology. The management of stand structure, 
composition, and even function (e.g., increasing nitrogen 
fixers) can be accomplished tnrough removals by selective 
cutting and selective control with forest herbicides. 
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e Chemical herbaceous plant control will be needed in lieu of 
burning treatments in smoke sensitive zones to prepare seed 
beds for fire subclimax conifer species. Also, unevenaged 
mixed stands will probably not tolerate periodic burns, thus 
herbaceous control treatments can be efficiently applied in 
single-tree gaps or larger openings to foster both conifer and 
hardwood regeneration. 


e Edges between adjoining stands, streamside management zones, 
and wildlife openings can be blended from early successional 
(low-stature) species, to shrubs, and to arborescent species by 
using selective periodic removals. These blended edges of 
harvest units will create a more favorable aesthetic 
appearance, provide more habitat options for wildlife and 
higher recreational values. 


3. Restoration and rehabilitation of damaged landscapes 


A full array of natural and human induced factors have resulted 
and will result in extensive areas of damaged landscapes and 
ecosystems. Pest epidemics, wildfires, hurricanes, ice-snow 
storms, and widespread drought cause different patterns of 
perpetual disturbance to forest and range landscapes. Human 
induced factors such as fire exclusion and over grazing can also 
contribute to damage and loss. Some past harvesting practices and 
reforestation efforts also have resulted in undesirable 
monocultures, and off-site genotypes, some of which may require 
restoration to natural vegetation. 


e Landscape rehabilitation will demand a full array of forest 
vegetation management tools including herbicides. Broadcast 
applications of selective herbicides may be required for 
extensive landscape restorations to accelerate forest canopy 
development to protect fragile sites, reverse or prevent 
invasion of exotic species, enhance aesthetics, and reclaim 
critical habitat. 


4. Control of exotic, noxious, and poisonous plants 


The Office of Technology Assistance in the U.S. Congress recently 
published a comprehensive report wiiich describes the current and 
future threat to the United States from 4,500 harmful non- 
indigenous plant and animal species (U.S. Congress 1993). The 
report indicates just 15 potentially high-impact plants, insects 
and aquatic invertebrates could cause as much as $134 billion in 
losses over the next 50 years. This is a growing economic and 
environmental burden for the entire country, and a major concern 
on many forest and grassland ecosystems. 
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There is much discussion and desire to use biocontrol measures to 
address these concerns. We also see the need for expanding 
research efforts for the development of biological pesticides and 
biocontrol programs for exotic plant species. However, these 
methods are generally not available at this time and will require 
years to develop and at very high costs. The need to suppress or 
eradicate non-indigenous species in some areas calls for immediate 
action with tools that are readily available. Selective chemical 
herbicide treatments are often the only effective means to meet 
this urgent national need. 


e Forest Service strategic plans for both landscape restoration 
and management of introduced forest pests have been recently 
presented in “Healthy Forests for America’s Future---a 
Strategic Plan" (USDA 1993b) and the "Strategic Plan for 
Pesticide Use, Management and Coordination" (to be published in 
1994). While the primary focus in these plans is on insect 
pests, plant pests are noted as serious problems on most 
National Forests. Because of the unrelenting aggression of 
these exotic plants with no endemic predators, herbicides must 
be a part of any cost-effective integrated pest management 
approach. In most cases there is no substitute for herbicide’s 
positive control of these persistent and spreading pests. Some 
of the most pervasive imports are purple loosestrife, 
knapweeds, salt cedar, and kudzu---each dominate millions of 
acres. Exotic pests, besides detracting from forest 
development and recreational uses, often represent severe 
threats to native plant and wildlife diversity in critical 


habitats. 


e Poisonous plants represent continued threats to human and 
animal health. Poison ivy and oak in campgrounds and recreation 
sites place severe restriction on recreational opportunities 
for sensitive individuals. Poisonous plant control has been a 
long-term activity on National Grasslands to prevent livestock 
mortality and these integrated pest management programs will 
require herbicides to play a continuing role. 


5. Maintain recreation areas, trails, and scenic vistas 


Woody regrowth that hinders recreational activities or impairs 
vistas in high-use sites can be controlled with herbicide 
treatments that minimize unsightly brownout and yield long-term 
control. Slow-acting herbicides and selective application 
techniques can be used in this role. Maintenance on the expanding 
Forest Service trail system, which already exceeds 120,000 miles 
will demand low-cost innovative treatments. 
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° Resprouting woody species immediately adjacent to trails are 
typically manually cut each and every year. They could be 
selectively treated once after cutting with a very small amount 
of herbicide, eliminating the need for successive treatments. 
The cost savings. would be dramatic and the environmental 
impacts negligible. 


e Creation and maintenance of vistas can greatly enhance the 
recreational value of mountainous areas. Vistas can be 
effectively managed through the periodic control of the tall- 
growing woody component by treating cut stumps with herbicides 
or by using selective, non-brownout herbicide treatments. This 
results in the promotion of low-growing, protective, and/or 
flowering communities. This will protect the site and prolong 
the periods between treatments compared to the common frequent 
recutting of woody resprouters. Vista openings can also 
present new opportunities for creating and maintaining habitat 
for songbirds and small mammals. 


e The beauty of highly visible forest stands and trails can be 
enhanced by encouraging flowering and fruiting plants through 
selective removals of competitors by low-impact herbicide 
treatments. Continued cutting would only result in continued 
resprouting in most cases. 


6. Multi-use management of rights-of-way 


The 369,000 miles in the Forest Service road system, with 6,000 
miles of scenic byways, demands roadside management for safety and 
aesthetic values. There is growing recognition that rights-of-way 
(ROW) which were initially created to protect roads, power lines, 
and pipelines must be managed for more than the inanimate "road- 
bed, wire, and pipe." ROW management strategies are developing 
that incorporate enhancement of "woodlands, wildlife, and people" 


values. 


e Natural flowering plants and wildflowers can be encouraged with 
selective herbicides and selective applications to improve the 
aesthetic appearance and biological diversity of ROW’s. Some 
herbicide-treated ROW’s can be used as refuge areas for 
threatened and endangered species, which are dependent on 


disturbance. 
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e The vegetation corridors resulting from power transmission, 
telephone, and pipeline ROW’s can be managed as multiple-use 
habitat (Bramble and Byrnes 1983, Bramble et al. 1985, 1992a 
and b). Tall woody plants are undesirable under wire corridors 
and deep woody roots can penetrate pipes on pipeline corridors. 
Low growing perennials for wildlife and/or aesthetic value can 
be encouraged and maintained through selective control of 
unwanted woody invaders. Parallel to this low profile 
vegetation can be a zone of shrub species, again perpetuated by 
hardwood control. A parallel zone of mid-story tree species 
(if present in the ecosystem) can then be blended into the 
adjacent stands. The architecture and shape of these corridor 
tiers would be customized to blend with the adjacent stand 
management objectives. Also, ROW’s will be increasingly used 
for recreational access by hikers, bikers, and off-roaders. 
Their needs can be evaluated, and where-possible, incorporated 
into ROW vegetation management strategies. 


These same principles of "edge management" with rights-of-way can 
be employed across the landscape. The extensive edges that 
separate stands or within-stand management zones, can be blended 
and smoothed to increase habitat and aesthetics, by creating size 
gradients in woody plants through selective control. 


FORESTRY HERBICIDES ARE ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE 


Chemicals used in modern forestry herbicide formulations are 
"safe" when used properly. They have negligible risks to the 
environment and human health when used in accordance with label 
directions and applied by qualified applicators. There are 
several factors associated with herbicide properties, modern 
application technology, forest use patterns and risk assessments 
that support this conclusion (USDA 1988, 1989, 1992). 


Chemical herbicides are among the most vigorously tested consumer 
products on the market today. Herbicides must meet strict 
standards of environmental safety and human health protection 
before they are registered for use. Very few products make it 
through the more than 100 safety related studies required by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 


e Modern forestry herbicides have relatively low toxicity as 
compared to older herbicides and other pesticides such as 
insecticides and fungicides. As measured by the lethal dose 
criteria, most of the active ingredients in forestry herbicide 
formulations have toxicity levels below household chemicals, 
food additives, and non-prescription drugs. Table 1 shows 
toxicity categories for pesticides and Table 2 compares the 
toxicity of forestry herbicides with some household chemicals. 
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Unlike insecticides, the newer forestry herbicides act on 
biochemical processes such as photosynthesis, amino acid 
pathways and growth regulators that are unique to plants and do 
not occur in animals. This is why wildlife species are not 
directly affected by these chemicals (McComb and Hurst 1987, 
Miller and Witt 1991). However, wildlife may be influenced by 
the habitat shifts that can occur with broadcast herbicide 
treatments or from other vegetation management activities. The 
use of selective herbicide treatments should help to minimize 
habitat impacts. 


Modern forestry herbicides have low bioconcentration factors 
and therefore do not bioaccumulate when ingested by humans or 
wildlife. Unlike many older chemical pesticides that built up 
in fatty tissue, modern herbicides are water soluble and 
quickly excreted by animals. According to Isensee (1991), 
"most existing herbicides as well as many of the newer 
insecticides, have relatively short half-lives and possess 
properties that are indicative of low bioconcentration 
factors." 


Most forestry herbicides in use today biodegrade relatively 
quickly. They do their job on the target species and then 
break down from exposure to sunlight, soil micro-organisms and 
plant enzymes. The few herbicides that are persistent in the 
soil, such as picloram and tebuthiuron, can be used effectively 
in prescriptions that require residual control of reinvading 
target species. 


Biologically significant amounts of forest herbicides are 
unlikely to reach ground water by runoff or by leaching through 
the soil. Herbicide degradation by hydrolysis, microbial decay, 
photodecomposition and plant metabolism limits off-site 
movement. Another major factor which limits the amount of 
herbicide available for off-site transport is the infrequent 
use pattern of forestry herbicides. Even in agricultural 
systems, runoff of pesticides from treated areas to aquatic 
sites is limited to 3 to 5% of the amount applied under "worst 
case" situations, e.g. high intensity rainfall shortly after 
application (Isensee 1991). On occasions, trace amounts of 
forestry herbicides have been found in surface water on or near 
a site in brief pulses during and following the first three 
storm events after application (Michael and Neary 1993). As 
might be expected, this will occur more often from broadcast 
applications as compared to selective single stem, cut surface, 
or soil spot applications. Typically, the concentrations of 
herbicides found are well below known toxicity levels and EPA’s 
drinking water standards and health advisories. 
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Plantations annually with herbicides (Alabama Cooperative 
Extension Service 1993). 


There have been. numerous herbicide and vegetation management 
environméntal impact statements and risk assessments conducted in 
recent years (USDA 1988, USDA 1989, USDA 1992). However, it is 
obvious we need to do a better job of communicating the use 
patterns and risk findings to the forestry sector and the general 
public. We also need to inform and educate Forest Service line 
officers of the relative risks associated with all tools available 
for implementing Ecosystem Management strategies. This open 
communication will be needed if we expect to build partnerships 
and reach informed consent (and/or support) for the continued role 
of herbicides in Ecosystem Management. Central to this task will 
be the following: a clearer explanation of the overall role of 
vegetation management strategies in Ecosystem Management; why we 
sometimes use herbicides in lieu of alternatives; the multi- 
resource benefits to be derived over the long run; the frequency 
and patterns of use on an ecosystem or landscape basis; and a 
clear explanation of potential risks to human health and 
environmental safety. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS 


Since the current administration took office in January 1993, and 
with the release of the National Academy of Science study 
"Pesticides in the Diets of Infants and Children" (Landrigan, 
P.J., et al. 1993), the emphasis on pesticide safety has increased 
dramatically. The administration has proposed Significant reform 
for pesticide safety by endorsing reduced pesticide use and the 
use of "safer" pesticides. This reform is strongly endorsed by 
EPA, USDA and the Food and Drug Administration. _Legislation will 
be introduced in 1994 to modify the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide 
and Rodenticide Act which supports “safer" pesticides, and for the 
introduction of integrated pest management strategies on all 
agricultural lands. 


Consistent with this national trend of "safer" pesticide use, 
selective herbicide applications can be tailored to direct 
vegetation succession and manage habitat to support the principles 
of Ecosystem Management. Soil productivity can be safeguarded and 
fertility improved through low-impact removals of selected 
components and the encouragement cf soil-forming leguminous 
species. Creation of coarse woody debris and snags can enrich 
species diversity on upland and riparian habitats. Recreational 
values on Forest Service lands can be greatly improved and 
efficiently maintained with judicious herbicide use. The 
selective removal of individual plants through quick and simple 
applications of modern forestry herbicides represents a 
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sophisticated and safe management tool for ecosystem scale 
management. 


Forestry herbicides offer selectivity through both directed 
applications and:the inherent selective nature of all modern 
herbicides where some undesirable plants are controlled, others 
are suppressed, and the desirable plants are released. Herbicide 
applications can and should be used as part of an integrated 
vegetation management approach employing other treatments such as 
manual cutting and prescribed fire to reach multi-resource 
Ecosystem Management objectives. This wise-use, low-impact 
approach will require a well-trained cadre of knowledgeable 
applicators under competent supervision and contract monitoring. 


The six roles briefly outlined in this paper are not necessarily a 
complete list of all possible roles for herbicides in Ecosystem 
Management. However, they serve to illustrate how this readily 
available silvicultural tool can be used for more than just 
economically driven objectives. Moreover, describing the use of 
selective herbicide treatments for the protection of non-commodity 
values may help overcome some of the myths and misperceptions that 
have long surrounded the use of herbicides in forestry. 


The traditional role of forestry herbicides to enhance commodity 
outputs will continue on many landscapes in the United States, 
especially in areas of mixed public and private ownerships and in 
the East where most of the forest lands are in the private sector. 
In many areas of the United States, herbicide use in the private 
sector has not been as regulated or constrained as in the public 
sector. Balancing natural resource values associated with 
Ecosystem Management with traditional national values (ise. 
private property rights), will require building new partnerships 
and new lines of communication between the public and private 
sectors. In order to maintain a viable working partnership with 
the private forestry sector, it would appear essential that 
natural resource agencies retain chemical herbicides in their 
vegetation management programs. In that way, the forestry 
community and the general public will not receive "mixed Signals" 
about what are safe and acceptable Ecosystem Management practices. 


LITERATURE CITED 


Alabama Cooperative Extension Service. 1993. Alabama Nonindustrial 
Private Forest owners - Snapshots from a family album. Circular 
ANR-788, Auburn University, AL. 19 p. 


Bartuska, A.M. 1993. Ecosystem Management. USDA Forest Service, 
Ecosystem Management Internal Memo, January 12, 1993. 2 p. 


Sf .q (@@0TOLSHRA TOADHT WOT) HOMAMSM 


{asa setayececs s03 [oot Insmspensa, stse Dis, heen Goo 


hatnetth sijdd dpyorts ytivistooles tatic depinlttadins 
mzohom {fe  #stciin svitooica snetednt of Bas anoks 
anetigo .fieifoxsaes saa avaciq sida tishnt “aoe of 
shioigyel .pbsesafex' ais sausiq elimileeb sdb an : 
Latvespete. ds 2o Jisq an bas od Bizoea . 

2© cove agoeeteeds usdto paetvol aed iososdgs imoek eal 
eyanoaes- iS ive jnns's of exit badiusseny, DS 
toeqni-wol \380-Saiw Gidt .sevicastaa dase 
oldmapselwoagd wo o1bes Sonieis-i/4y Sedans 

Pa) tOsLiom Sosiaes bas noLeivysdia JeaJegmeS abr 
































s yilweanetom ton bis téaeq cit at benlsaue yftaised aslow 
vadgyelod si pebipidwad wot selorx attiacts ife te Jair 
vitheo: alate wod srestanit) af sayxod verte seer eto, + 

Igir oe ay Siom ‘ib? Reed foil aes Loe? tsar 
to sai el Ld Pspeeb —te¥ostoM §.evvisoofda nev. 

Yo S euamoD~acni “ho wos ame re St xO% 8 Fes: tasx2 SbISs 

Jel) arotyqaoveqaiar irs saitya pdt 26 i oe PMO TAS a. 

y2sastol ai sebisidted to’ say end 





ea Rhobingi 2 SONS 0.72 sebloituad Y3saeso3 » Ie. ‘sfos Se 
(49478 hetiad eddy nt edgsmainet ymasi Sunnis PES 

at ave ug iianenwo steyizd bas obiduq bexier 2a: ase 
-iodoue Savin ony ml s%s binet deond? ant 36 Ya 















atev fic edt ui sev sbinituse ,dotiate Beat va 
Vifaug ©f3 cl ge Lenlséstetes to ae ; 
Aviv DOodA- sdaep Bawpey - ab 


.  \, i) f) eanrleve Lagelven mie ag 
— agidan enseg Wat pugblied oxlanesr 
SIST7LAG Late Bi teltig’ ag! haan 3th urinate 
ddkw qide-tertssq petition’ stdaky ey: ale a seen 
fat: do (teas sas atuow FL see JaeTo’ 
thai AL sabiok ioe 3 mal tonstm 
yrtaoter sii a er posg thet 
‘alocpis fuyie” svishe Joy EP st ie aa one Dp 
soak toeiTy is Rip newts: iss 305 bos o 
‘ ee eels san . : : 
7 . aay 
sa 7 a Te nae . 
b : ae 


op | é a va a 
> et ot. i 
Kei teubs rs . «> sai ny se eae Se 
Ss ea rey ci £ vite , ; 
eat 


rr ~ 








































. _ 





McMAHON (LOW IMPACT HERBICIDES] p. 13 


Bramble, W.C. and W.R. Byrnes. 1983. Thirty years of research on 
development of plant cover on an electric transmission right-of- 
way. Journal of Arboriculture 9:6-13. 


Bramble, W.C., W.R.. Byrnes and R.J. Hutnik. 1985. Effects of a 
special technique for right-of-way maintenance for deer habitat. 
Journal of Arboriculture 11:278-284. 


Bramble, W.C., R.H. Yahner, and W.R. Byrnes. 1992a. Breeding-bird 
population changes following right-of-way maintenance treatments. 
Journal of Arboriculture 18:23-32. 


Bramble, W.C., R.H. Yahner, W.R. Byrnes, and S.A. Liscinsky. 
1992b. Small mammals in plant cover types on an electric 
transmission right-of-way. Journal of Arboriculture 18:316-321. 


Cantrell, R.L. et.' al. 1985. A guide to silvicultural herbicide 
use in the southern United States. Auburn Univ. School of 
Forestry, Alabama Agricultural Experiment Station, 517 p. 


Isensee, A.R. 1991. Bioaccumulation and food chain accumulation. 
Chapter 5, p. 187-199, In: Environmental Chemistry of Herbicides 
Vol. II, Grover R. and A.J. Cessna eds. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL. 
302 p. 


Kidd, F.A. 1987. Application and use of herbicides in forest and 
industrial right-of-way sites. p. 297-312 In: Methods of applying 
herbicides, monograph series, Weed Sci. Soc., No. 4. 358 p. 


Landrigan, P.J., et al. 1993. Pesticides in the diets of infants 
and children. National Academy Press, 386 p. 


McComb, W.C. and G.A. Hurst. 1987. Herbicides and wildlife in the 
southern forests. pp. 28-39. In: Dickson, J. G. and O.E. Maughan, 
(eds.); Managing Southern Forests for Wildlife and Fish -- A 
Proceedings; October 8, 1986; Birmingham, AL. Gen. Tech. Rep. SO- 
65. New Orleans, LA; USDA Forest Service, Southern Forest 
Experiment Station. 


Michael, J.L. and D.G. Neary. 1993. Herbicide dissipation studies 
in southern forest ecosystem. Environmental Toxicology and 
Chemistry 12(1993) :405-410. 


Miller, K.V. and J.S. Witt. 1991. Impacts of forestry herbicides 
on wildlife. pp. 795-800 (Vol 2). In: Coleman, S.S. and D.G. Neary 
(eds.); Proceedings of Sixth Biennial Southern Silv. Res. Conf.; 
October 30-November 1, 1990; Memphis, TN. Gen. Tech. Rep. SE-70 
Asheville, NC; USDA Forest Service, Southeastern Forest Experiment 


Station. 


tS -¢ (REUTSTAEM TIAIME Wd} KOMAMOM 






































no dowtse@e Qo esaev yopisiT Cees .aasniye a. 
~to~zdetx nolevinans.d piatoals up na asves sa {7 
ieee studio tyodse Ae ’ 


& te. asoett! .88es -Aknvull .t.a Seb Benya. ifs 
Jetidad xe 2o}-sottustiisn ye-to-2dbin ae 
—  RBS-2 Veit oo 


butd-paliveaors - S822! «65078 2.4 hes a a = . 
itsnIssis sonsnetilea Yee-20-ipts priuolt atic > me 
~St=DLTRE Soup prota 







Pps 


Gitecrdapeltd wh oe bas eorsyn ste Pini; 2 a pede! Meg 
re & +9018 is uo @aqvs teve> InHeLr MT 


» PRE-DEES BL stutivoit6csA ao fenzodL Sealed tee rom) rh 


ehioidtay. iwuyPieoivitea of ebisp A asek . 
ic iptib’ -. vidi niudoA .aedeté battat 
<j S82 | folseS® Jase btouss eink 


aoe 


-nobtedvivoons Absuo beet bas so ts+elowosoeo be =e 
aebioti36h to yxeiged> fsidemidsives sal yey 
il OtGH, so08 "| gaaat SAD: abe aiecbo %.4 bas 


baa Jréic? at. sebioldssa to api bas 
nivioye SQ*S0UNJSM, “ny SRE-Tel Gg wae ee 
BSE .h .OM , Dod, 298 boat ea 


agreikn! ao everh offs mz oo Meat ty ibis 
| ‘Gq s3f ,65etS ¥ 


1 i 


or? nde ThibLaw bets ashi otaiait wet, 4 1D nH 
Gta aaa -¥ 





Aad pisn © alo Ans a. whe ,aveoiG 
& -- As Curr. ederim el ane ann 40% +350 
“GB gaz «tl 192 A. Ol rite peo 34 : 3 
Jassot ats 5 ; Pee ‘sar P aa TA : 5 4 


aeituite agiisgicalh obis 
tris eres 


| sabihig aps * taistoct 2 us P 
ae agelle oe ee . 


MCMAHON (LOW IMPACT HERBICIDES] p. 14 


Miller, J.H. and R.J. Mitchell (eds). 1988. A manual on ground 
applications of forestry herbicides. USDA Forest Service Manage. 
Bull. R8-MB-21, 316 p. 


Pimentel, D. and Levitan, L. 1986. Pesticides: Amounts applied and 
amounts reaching pests. BioScience vol. 36 No.2 (1986) :86-91. 


USDA. 1983. Forest Management Chemicals. Agricultural Handbook 
585. USDA Forest Service, Forest Pest Management. Washington, D.C. 
Revised May 1983, 645 p. 


USDA. 1988. Managing competing and unwanted vegetation. Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. USDA Forest Service, Pacific 
Northwest Region, November 1988. 


USDA. 1989. Vegetation management in the coastal plain/piedmont. 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Vol. II Management Bulletin, 
R8-MB-23. USDA Forest Service, Southern Region. January 1989. 


USDA. 1992. Risk assessment for herbicide use in Forest Service 
Regions 1,2,3,4, and 10 and on Bonneville Power Administration 
Sites. USDA Forest Service contract 53-3187-9-30. Prepared by 
Labat-Anderson Incorp., Arlington, VA. May 1992. 


USDA. 1993a. Report of the Forest Service Fiscal Year 1992. U.S. 
Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service, Washington, D.C. 214 p. 


USDA. 1993b. Healthy forest for America’s future---a strategic 
plan] USDA fron.) serv. Manage. lan, MP—-151 34 58) p. 


U.S. Congress. 1993. Harmful non-indigenous species in the United 
States. U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assistance. OTA-F-566, 
September 1993, 390 p. 


Williamson, M., J.H. Miller and P.A. Mistretta. 1989. Hand 
application methods for commonly used forestry herbicides in the 
South. USDA Forest Service Training Manual, Atlanta, GA. 14 p. 


-L sk) (2FCROTEHEE ToKeMX Nou) “onMeM 





bruets co faunam A .ahes . (zie) iiedoto® .1.8 Bie oes 
Spans sSivisce Jeo104 ASU weuduidaeant ~ateesaY a6) 
st Off rs- 














bis boilligos SfmgemA seehisisued .an€! .d ,seriyod Cap a 
' , £298; (F88L) S.ch of .lov sonaetototsl -stese 


so™~@aMs Lsavtiacivpod .alepiassl) TresopedeM Jerz3t a. 
>.< (Oo VREGESEN «Jee sDarat Jeo PZeorwey 1 SO INAS pba y 


fatv3S .feltgvspey be traway bne oni temnieo Fe - 
ottiowl ,soivins Jeoiat ASU .dnena tate goaged « 
So2r “sdaeval uo 


nowhe.a\ateig Inteso. oti} ol themoepora wtidgaiopey at 
\TIeliwh Tdetlepacew IT ,fov .Jnes-sase IJosgaget 
Crer yvuberat -aviesh mottos ,soleish 660%. ss 


aulviss. Sne704 oct cep SBbividvd: 16% Inamarcera swat 
avisjsteediviehés wed eftiveatdied ce bos OL 


Yi hewagay® .do-8-Vail-cr “Iokriaed enki a. 

.T2Of yoM LAY. Op eRLETA ~y.. mA 

-2.i1 .c@Rf qseyY ishald solved? meso at Jo tages ieeee? 
~ oom ' 

.g 6£S..300 Move shes RT Tae neni ore o ins 

= _ >: 

ot Saite-nie &=~ -s%y sg 2°91 toh 702 Si iaet .gd eee: 

-q ie 2t-as Thiet e a) ic 








bajial 243 af as/sage svonepetianen 
ORE I-ATO =. sonsyal eet Yealoa otttiae? yo. 






4 bask ae Paci Neh Be 
> ss eee at ~aebla wited ; 
bE KO wtnel selma onsale 






‘uByuQA sBsBdT 
*uByuy TeRveID 


H WW 
AV 


eee 


sznoy 
cL 3B 
UOFRVAFAAT 
qutd e ay5t 1s 
ueyy az9e7PeIp 79 PTW UOFRVRFAAT ON 0%< 000‘02< 000‘S< NOILAWO AI 
skep L uyyzyM 
sznoy STqtsrzeae2 
cL AR UOFAVAFAAT 
quytd UOFAIVAFAAT {Aj}; o0edo 
B OF BsOUNO UY SzVIBPOW TBeUTOS ON 0%-0°% 000‘07-000‘Z 000‘S-00S NOILNWO Ii! 
skep L 
zozj Buy astszed 
s2noy UOFAeATAAT 
TL 38 {skep & upyqyTa 
eouno uP OF UOFAVAFAAT eTQtsreAe2z 
[njyuocodsesay wv eISAeg Axyoedo [Teaur09 0°7-z2°0 000’27-002 oos-OS ONINYYM LI 
sAep 4 utsy;M 
STQTsrzsAe2z 
[Tnzyucodseay qou Aqtoedo 
e 03 (sdozp [TeReeUIOS 
L>) e3sea wv SATSOIIOD {eAtsoOrII00 Z°O> 00z> OS> YAONWA I 
(5x /5w) (5x/5w) (53 /5w) 
uosied ebezear Bs j0esje Bs j0esje eqT Tae uosized pazom Kzobezeo 
ou TTX 1 UFAS akg UOT IeTBYUT Tewzep qq qeubts AQJTOTXOL 
03 (ATTeI0) y ejnoy aqnoy Tez0 
pepesu junowe aqnow 


pezeuyisg 





Bseptotysed z0z satzoHbeqeo AATOFXOL ‘“T atqeL 


*d (SA0IODIGUGH LOVdWI MOT] NOHWWONW 






» tS) eoma3 6 
a5 
pee to 


Litimagencs & 
‘soe nao? 


® => 40896 ne 
tat¢ 


Rifts szegnasS 
tnic 5 





ov LecszaS 


eS yer 
nelsazgizszi 
RT. 3a 

q 2 vor 


odsce* on, 
70) Sa tial 
at #4 
ssvcn 


sq. Bile 


noutauient 


na a 


tev Laqzu=tD 


£ is3 

fon “49 Liege 
oft *i2'a3 
agar { rapist 


#7i3280 i260 2s07 
. gic !etévns 
,2yas * ‘ Higtie 

nekedea ted 
oh pala are, 
ayab * 


[s@ia0>- on 

tyJEadeo 
i eee eee te 
efdie seeds 


avab € rincls 


ralctaslice) of 


 O9e~z 


a 
. 


a; 
== oO 


500 ,S=00¢ 


6$-0.2 090,08-000.8  200,2-092 


gc< G00 .Oc< G00, d< 


McMAHON [LOW IMPACT HERBICIDES] p. 16 


Table 2. Toxicities of forest herbicides and other products for 
comparison. Small amounts for acute oral LD,.’s_ indicate 
a_ higher toxicity. 


: .. Approximate Toxicity Signal 
Trade name acute oral LD,“ category word 
(mg/kg) 
OTHER PRODUCTS FOR COMPARISON 
Gasoline - 150 it —— 
Caffeine 200 II -- 
Aspirin 1,240 PIL —— 
Baking soda 3,500 III -- 
Table salt 3,000 pit -— 
Herbicides 
AAtrex 4L 1,886 Tl, CAUTION 
AAtrex Nine-O 1,600 10! CAUTION 
Accord 5,400 IV CAUTION 
Acme Brush Killer 2,010 Tie CAUTION 
Arsenal AC >5,000 IV CAUTION 
Banvel CST >5,000 IV CAUTION 
Banvel 720 17 OF 1 CAUTION 
Banvel 2,629 Lak CAUTION 
Chopper RTU >5,000 LLL CAUTION 
Escort >5,000 LIL CAUTION 
Garlon 4 2,460 TE CAUTION 
Garlon 3A 2,830 Ge DANGER? 
Krenite 24,000 Ey CAUTION 
Krenite S >5,000 Iv WARNING? 
Oust >5,000 AE ANS CAUTION 
Pathway 8,000 IV WARNING? 
Pronone 10G >5,000 IV CAUTION 
Tordon K 5,000-6,000 IV CAUTION 
Tordon 101 Mixture 3,000 Peer CAUTION 
Velpar L 7,080 IV DANGER? 
Weedone CB 2,140 iepeak WARNING? 
Weedone 170 2,000 O62 ANS CAUTION 
Weedone 2,4-DP 2,200 sh WeE CAUTION 


‘Unless otherwise indicated, values are for the formulated product _ 
(as in the container before any additional mixing) . 


’Severe eye irritant, which increases the severity of the signal 
word. 
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Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993 


Rep ee 


Units Quantity 
treated used 


: SS 
Common name Target pest or purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 


Fungicides and fumigants: 


Basamid 





Fungi Acres §.1 2,149.0 
Fusarium Acres 23.7 8,217.0 
Bayleton Fusiform rust Acres 1,194.0 6 
Benlate Botrytis Acres 24.0 ef 
Fungi Acres 39.0 3.1 
Fungi Square Feet 5,000.0 1.0 
Fungi Trees 4,675,000.0 4 
Nursery blight Acres 38.8 19.4 
Benomy! Botrytis Acres 15.4 36.5 
Fungi Acres 27.8 14.3 
Fusarium Acres 25.6 3.8 
Borax Annosus control Acres 35,056.0 14,630.3 
z Fungi Acres 7,741.0 4,145.5 
Bravo Nursery blight Acres 12.5 18.0 
Tomato blight Acres 24.0 ah 
Captan Botrytis Acres 25.0 a 
Fusarium Acres 4.8 2.4 
Chlorothalonil Botrytis Acres 12.8 19.2 
Dothistromapini Acres 7.0 13.9 
Fungi Acres 120.4 238.8 
Other diseases Acres 11.0 1.5 
Dazomet Soil pathogens Acres 57.9 20,586.5 
DCNA Botrytis Acres 3.0 3.3 
Botrytis Greenhouses 15.0 33.4 
Fungi Acres 22.6 22.6 
DCPA Plants Acres 48.5 582.0 
Dodine Fungi Acres A A 
Dowtume Fungi Acres 9.2 2,677.0 
Etndiazole Phytophthora Acres 1.0 it 
MC33 Fungi Acres 30.0 393.3 
Metalaxy!| Fungi Actes 3.5 8.4 
Phytophthora Acres 1.0 2 
Whitebark root disease Acres 1,000.0 1 
Methyl bromide/ Fungi Acres 30.7 10,861.0 
Chloropicnn 
Soil fumigant Square feet 5,100.0 51.0 
Soil pathogens Acres 71.1 24,829.7 
Syllit Fungi Acres 7.3 9.5 
Thiram Damping-off Acres 421.0 1.2 
Triadimefon Keithia blight contol =’ Acres 4.0 1.0 
Simroccocus control Acres 5.0 1.3 
White pine blister rust Acres 29.0 1.4 
Triazole Fungi Acres 4 1.6 
Vinclozolin Botrytis Acres 1.0 9 
Total 1993 fungicides and fumigants Acres 46,154.1 
Greenhouses 15.0 
Square feet 10,100.0 
Trees 4.675,000.0 
Total Pounds 89,580.6 





See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


used 
ee 
Common name Target pest or purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 


Herbicides, algicides, and plant growth regulators: 


Accord 


Arsenal 


Arsenal/Oust 
Balan 

Banvel 
Banvel/Tordon 
Bifenox 
Bordeaux 
Bromacil 
Chlosulfuron 
Clopyralid 
Curtail 

Cutrine 
Dacthal 3/ 
Dicamba 
Dicamba/Clopyralid 
Diquat 


Diuron 
Triclopyr 


Glyphosate 


See footnotes at end of table. 


Conifer release 
General weeds 
Noxious weeds 
Shrubs 

Site preparation 
Conifer release 
Hardwood release 
Site preparation 
Wildlife habitat improvement 
Conifer release 
General weeds 
Noxious weeds 
Rights-of-way 
Noxious weeds 
Plants 

General weeds 
Rights-of-way 
Noxious weeds 
Noxious weeds 
Noxious weeds 
Algae control 
General weeds 
Nursery blight 
Noxious weeds 
Plants 

Noxious weeds 
Aquatic weeds 
Range management 
Conifer release 
General weeds 
Grape vine control 
Hardwood release 
Noxious weeds 
Range management 
Shrubs 

Site preparation 
Wildlife habitat improvement 
Conifer release 
General weeds 
Grass 

Hardwood release 
Release 

Noxious weeds 
Plants 

Range management 
Shrubs 

Site preparation 
Wildlife habitat improvement 


Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 


Units 
treated 


53.0 
322.0 
39.0 
253.0 
1,056.0 
7,029.0 
677.0 
4,599.0 
753.0 
15.0 
1.0 
143.5 
176.0 
4.0 
17.8 
2.0 
195.6 
12.0 
251.5 
9.0 

2.0 

3.8 
291.0 
576.5 
8.3 
142.0 
2.0 


23,242.0 
697.0 
322.0 

2,564.0 
508.0 
39.0 
258.0 
20,556.0 
8,818.0 
6,012.3 
697.6 
676.0 
192.0 
142.5 
1,266.6 
66.1 
13.0 
102.7 
1,351.0 
5.0 


Quantity 


CA 

7-5 

5.3 

4.5 

2.4 

1.8 

“2 

1.1 

9 

6.0 

1.5 
209.7 
220.0 
12.0 
53.4 
1.3 
32.0 
0.6 
15.9 

8 

12.0 
36.0 
9.5 
301.0 
7.4 
188.0 
5.0 
18.0 
20,344.0 
1.9 

at 

8.0 
1,640.3 
4.1 
15.2 
18,911.0 
8,112.0 
7,344.3 
433.3 
223.0 
576.0 
285.0 
992.6 
369.2 
26.0 
10.0 
679.7 
13.3 
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Table 17—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


————————————— 


Units Quantity 
treated used 


r SSS 
Common name Target pest or purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 


Herbicides, algicides, and Plant growth regulators: (Continued) 


Glyphosate/Triclopyr Conifer release Acres 1,605.0 1,548.5 
Goal General weeds Acres 39.0 1.6 
Nursery blight Acres 1.5 | 
Hexazinone Conifer release Acres 6,394.1 13,164.7 
General weeds Acres 5.0 10.0 
Grass Acres 76.0 26.7 
Shrubs Acres 320.0 560.0 
Krenite General weeds Acres 7.0 5.7 
Hardwood release Acres 323.0 13.2 
Metsulfuron Noxious weeds Acres 100.0 40.0 
Napropamide General weeds Acres 34.3 51.5 
Oryzalin Range management Acres 3.0 8.0 
Oust a Conifer release Acres 3,164.0 “D 
General weeds Acres 7.0 2 
Shrubs Acres 60.0 8 
Site preparation Acres 15.0 mt 
Oxyfluorten General weeds Acres 94.0 18.4 
Plants Acres 24.1 9.9 
Range management Acres 1.0 3.0 
Pathfinder Shrubs Acres 10.0 1.9 
Pathway Noxious weeds Acres 360.0 37.5 
Picloram General weeds Acres §0.5 66.0 
Noxious weeds Acres 9,056.5 3,941.9 
Pinon/Juniper contro! Acres 2.4 2.4 
Poast General weeds Acres 21.0 p 
Pronone Conifer release Acres 3,495.0 5.2 
General weeds Acres 7.0 # 
Noxious weeds Acres 10.0 1.0 
Site prepatation Acres 4,666.0 13.6 
Wildlife habitat improvement Acres 20.0 re 
Rodeo General weeds Actes 6.0 Vf 
Noxious weeds Acres 273.0 64.7 
Shrubs Acres 50.0 1.6 
Site preparaton Acres 1.0 2.0 
Seven General weeds Acres 6.5 5.9 
Simazine Noxious weeds Greenhouses 15.0 2.0 
Range management Acres 2.0 24.0 
Tebuthiuron General weeds Acres 100.0 40.4 
Tordon Noxious weeds Trees 745.4 370.8 
Rights-of-way Acres 33.0 59.0 
Tordon/weed-out Noxious weeds Actes §9.2 20.2 
Transline Noxious weeds Acres 68.0 1.1 
Velpar/Oust Conifer release Acres 1.0 S 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


Seren ee 


Units Quantity 
treated used 


—_—__—_———— 
Common name Target pest or purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 


Herbicides, algicides, and plant growth regulators: (Continued) 





2,4-D General weeds Acres 560.3 899.0 
Noxious weeds Acres 2,830.8 3,620.8 
Range management Acres 200.0 400.0 
Rights-of-way Acres 176.0 88.0 
2.4-D/Banvel General weeds Acres 100.0 250.0 
Noxious weeds Acres 404.8 143.5 
2,4-D/BanvelVTordon Noxious weeds Acres 1.0 4.2 
2,4-D/Clopyralid Noxious weeds Acres 233.0 194.1 
2,4-D/Curtail Noxious weeds Acres 183.0 2.4 
2,4-D/Dicamba General weeds Acres 135.0 250.0 
Noxious weeds Acres 3,849.0 8,205.6 
2,4-D/Dicamba/Picloram Noxious weeds Acres 337.0 413.0 
2,4-D/Glyphosate Noxious weeds Acres 197.0 220.6 
2,4-D/Picloram Noxious weeds Acres 7,155.1 7,036.9 
2,4-D/Picloram/Clopyralid Noxious weeds Acres iS 6.8 
2,4-D/Tordon Noxious weeds Acres 2,560.5 1,676.8 
Acres 143,892.2 
Total 1993 herbicides, algicides, Greenhouses 15.0 
and plant growth regulators Trees 1,138.0 
Total Pounds 105,295.3 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


ae oe 


Common name 


Target pest or pu ose 


Insecucides, acancides, and pheromones: 


Acephate 


Amdro 
Asana 


Bendiocarb 


Benzene acetate _ 
Bt 4/ 


Carbary! 


Chlorpynfos 
Coumaphos 


Cyfluthrin 
DDVP 
Diazinon 


Dienochlor 


Dimethoate 
Dimlin 
Dipel 
Disrupt 
Dursban 


Esfenvalerate 
Fenbutatin-oxide 
Furadan 


Gypchek 
Lindane 


See footnotes at end of table. 


Aphids 

Aphids 

Cutworms 

Westem spruce budworm 
Westem spruce budworm 
Ants 

Miscellaneous insects 
Wood borer 

Fleas 

Miscellaneous insects 
Gypsy moth 
Miscellaneous insects 
Mosquitoes 

Aphids 

Aphids 

Bark beeties 

Bark beeties 
Miscellaneous insects 
Mites 

Mountain pine beetle 
Mountain pine beetie 
Pine tip moth 
Miscellaneous insects 
Termites 
Miscellaneous insects 
Mites 

Miscellaneous insects 
Cone beetles 

Fleas 

Miscellaneous insects 
Nursery pests 

Mites 

Mites 

Tip moths 

Gypsy moth 

Gypsy moth 

Gypsy moth 

Bark beetles 

Bark beetles 

Cone beetles 

Cone and seed insects 
Mites 

Mites 

Tip moths 

Prevent defoliation 
Miscellaneous insects 
Southem pine beetle 
Southem pine beetle 


Treatment Unit 


Greenhouses 
Square feet 
Acres 

Acres 

Trees 

Actes 

Trees 

Acres 

Acres 

Trees 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 
Greenhouses 
Acres 

Tree groups 
Trees 
Square feet 
Acres 

Trees 

Acres 

Acres 
Buildings 
Head cattle 
Head cattle 
Trees 
Pheromone traps 
Acres 

Acres 

Acres 
Greenhouses 
Square feet 
Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Trees 

Trees 

Trees 
Greenhouses 
Square feet 
Trees 

Acres 

Grafts 

Acres 

Trees 


Units 
treated 


1.0 
3,196.0 


20.0 
798.0 
245.0 
64.0 
20.0 
816.0 
43.0 
8,160.0 
24.0 
160.0 
1.0 
1.0 
2.0 
11.0 
664.0 
1,000.0 
10,238.0 
1,138.0 
3.5 

27.1 

1.0 
3,800.0 
12,000.0 

64.0 

40.0 
155.0 

52.0 

18.0 

1.0 

808.0 

17.3 

688.0 
6,130.0 
2,248.0 

839.0 
1,576.0 

3.0 
3,728.0 
1.0 
1,060.0 

500.0 
3,760.0 

400.0 

56.0 

2,794.00 


Quantity 
used 
Pounds 1/ 


nNO4 


19.9 
1.3 
10.8 


195,840.0 
768.0 
1,225.0 


50.0 
33.8 
152.0 


1,231.0 
38.0 
7.0 
26.0 
1.3 
160.0 
22.5 


22.4 
24.4 


8.7 


24.0 
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BIU 
BIU 
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Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


pepe) 


Units Quantity 
treated used 


ee 
—onmennanes 5) es ramet @st OF purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 


Insecticides, acaricides, and pheromones: (Continued) 


Malathion Aphids 








Acres 1.0 | 
Conifer release Trees 20.0 By! 
Mavnk Greenhouse insects Square feet 29,000.0 4 
MCH Douglas-fir beetie Acres 24.0 1.3 
Miscellaneous insects Acres 120.0 12.4 
Orthene Cone and seed insects Acres 440 6.0 
Permethrin Miscellaneous insects Acres 17.0 2.9 
Potassium Aphids Acres 1.0 22.8 
Aphids Greenhouses 1.0 1.0 
Pydrin Cone and seed insects Trees 450.0 “4 
Verbenone Miscellaneous insects Acres 280.0 12.5 
Mountain pine beetle Acres 10.0 8 
Zine phosphide Miscellaneous insects Acres 3.0 af 
Total 1993 insecticides, acaricides, and Acres 34,180.0 
pheromomes Buildings 1.0 
Grafts 400.0 
Greenhouses 5.0 
Head of cattle 15,800.0 
Pheromone traps 40.0 
Square feet 35,064.0 
Tree groups 11.0 
Trees 11,842.0 
Total Pounds 2,046.0 





See footnotes at end of table. 





i Qe 

+. ey 

r MA) OS 
i ot, 
asi ages 
oa ai. 
es ov! 
a O. 


Jf oir ves 


pa | 


Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


Ew a, 


Units Quantity 
treated used 
Common name Target pest or purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 
Predacides, Piscicides, and repellants: 
Fish tox Fish Stream miles 8.8 10.0 
Gustafson Mice Acres 4,550.0 0 
Noxfish Fish Stream miles 8.8 10.0 
Undesirable fish Acres 30.0 Ye. 
B.G.R. Deer Acres 6,894.0 454.4 
Rotenone ~ Fish Stream miles 8.0 4 
Other diseases Acre feet 11.0 1.5 
Other diseases Stream miles 19.0 59.2 
Thiram Deer Acres 6.0 10.2 
Total 1993 predacides, Acre feet 11.0 
piscicides and repellants Acres 11,480.0 
= Stream miles 445 
Total Pounds 546.0 
aT ae 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 15—Pesticide use report—fiscal year 1993—Continued 


i ee 


Units Quanbtty 
ee treated used 
mmon name Target pest or purpose Treatment Unit Pounds 1/ 2/ 
Rodentades: 
Chlorophacinone Ground squirrel Acres 30.0 2 
Diphaanone Ground squirrel Acres 230.0 2.8 
Praine dogs Acres 127.0 0 
Strychnine Other predators Acres 369.0 x 
: Gophers Acres 57,434.6 240.8 
Zinc phosphide Praine Acres 4,568.0 210.4 
ees 
Total 1993 rodennades. Acres 62,758.6 454.6 


STS SS GEPT ST ee 


Grand total 1993 units treated Acte feet 11.0 
Acres 288,976.9 
Buildings 1.0 
Grafts 400.0 
Greenhouses 35.0 
Head of cate 15,800.0 
Pheromone Traps 40.0 
Square feet 45,164.0 
Stream miles 445 
Tree groups 11.0 
Trees 4,686,842.0 


Se a nel ee 


Grand total pounds 213,726.8 


eee 


1/ Pounas ot acuve ingredient. unless other units are indicated. BIU = billion intematonai units. 
2/ All very smail quanubes have been rounced UP tO .1 pounds. 

Y Registered tademark: no common name. 

4/ Bt = Bacillus thunngiensis. 
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F. PESTICIDE-USE, MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION STRATEGIC PLAN 





United States Forest Washington 14th & Independence sw 


Department of Service Office P.O. Box 96090 
Agriculture Washington, DC 20090-6090 
202) 205-1600 
Reply to: 2150/3400 Date: May 25, 1994 
Subject: Pesticide-Use Management and Coordination Strategic Plan 


To: Regional Foresters, Station Directors, and Area Director 
REPLY DUE JUNE 10 2 


Enclosed is a copy of the Pesticide Use, Management and Coordination Strategic 
Plan. It has been revised to incorporate Staff Directors’ comments. The 
editing had two primary objectives: 


1- To align this plan more closely with the Forest Health Strategic Plan 
to which it is tiered by revising the goals, relocating action items within the 
various goals, and emphasizing the Washington Office orientation of the plan; 
and, 


2. To edit the format of this plan to conform to the two level structure 
(Goals and Actions) used in the Forest Health Strategic Plan (and 
simultaneously eliminate much of the repetition and size which drew negative 
comment in the previous draft). 


As now written this plan is proposed as the Plan for the Washington Office 
PUM&C Staff, though it may serve as a model for Regional plans. 


Please review the Plan and send comments to Jesus Cota (J.COTA:W01C) by close 
of business Friday, June 10, 1994. 


/s/ JESUS A. COTA for 
MELVYN J. WEISS 
Acting Director 
Forest Pest Management 


Enclosure 
Ges 
Jesus A. Cota, WO-FPM 


Dave Thomas, WO-FPM 


FPM:D.Thomas :nb:05/25/94:205-1600 
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A STRATEGIC PLAN 


USDA Forest Service 


Pesticide Use Management and Coordination 


USDA Forest Service 
State & Private Forestry 
Forest Pest Management 
Washington, DC 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


Framework For Planning 


The Pesticide Use, Management and Coordination Staff Group, a group of 
specialists in the Washington Office (PUM&C) must plan within the framework 
established by the Forest Service and also within the mission established 
by the Forest Pest Management staff which is displayed in the guiding 
document Healthy Forests for America’s Future: A Strategic Plan (1). The 
use and management of forestry pesticides to enhance forest health within 
the context of ecosystem management presents numerous challenges and 
Opportunities. The PUMEC Staff cooperates with other Forest Service 
resource staffs such as Range, Timber, and Wildlife, the National Center of 
Forest Health Management, Forest Service Research Stations, other Federal 
Agencies, external cooperators and partners, and the general public. The 
PUM&C Staff provides policies which guide pesticide programs in the 
Northeastern Area (NA) and the Regions. 


The Strategic Plan for Pesticide Use, Management and Coordination is tiered 
to the Forest Health Strategic Plan (1). Planned PUMEC actions must 
Support and facilitate ecological approaches to Management of the National 
Forests and Grasslands. On these lands forest health is integrated with 
other ecosystem management considerations by including integrated pest 
Management principles and strategies in the Forest Service's land 
management planning process. 


PUM&C Purpose Statement 


The purpose of the PUM&C Group is to serve as a national and international 
focal point for information and technology on the management and use of 
pesticides in forest and range ecosystems. In serving this purpose, the 
PUM&C Group provides leadership in the safe, economical, efficacious, 
scientifically, and environmentally sound management of pesticides used to 
maintain or improve the health of individual trees, or of forest and range 
ecosystems. 


Strategic Goals 


To fulfill the functions outlined above, the PUMEC Staff's strategic goals 
are: 


Planning: The potential for pesticide use in ecosystem protection and 
restoration is considered in forest and range resource management planning 
processes. 


Environmental Analysis: Program-level National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) documents are available. 


Pesticides: Environmentally acceptable pesticides are available to protect 
forest values and achieve resource management objectives. 
























40 Guere » ,oE ie Vase om tsagitiyout uae rei ink 
Avowarne2* ats mitdie riefg, Jac (SaNys) saaatc mown: wea 
levlieiftatae uvteaim on? miffsiw cela fae eofiwee sD GF “as 
Pathiop $i3.0, beyiiqeth ne rs zits lict« ener he 
ort . if) Sah Sipapen ve Bea ve a ie 22 be 
stiiiw a1 tasd Jagan) syametne cz renee jee, yD , a0 
hin spe ifevin, ected) congnssg srevepioe Teseyene 
euivee? 460359 a2ida' Pie sscaraqooy Were “ae 7. 
io gadke feupdtaed eft siilbliw bow . catinsT ,opaat a5 ps 
issepet ratta ,ag6ctele Cyyteeet acivase cased , eee a 
acy Sifdiiea ietseup sd) dds |, cterietag Sree evo teeny LW eT a 
eid ai awsigoxg bbieiteoy’ shcue dS) dw eeboliog cebivongy 
-maipar of Sos tae) werk ives 


bertets ef O07 dpa thace). bee satemeganiM (end sOi52 3825 xo tr 
Spm SaclhIob DEMS Gegwatd- (7) 2214 osesIriie hake ais 
tenctjend att 30 diemPhehre bo getiypougge Labi pesos SESE 
a4dev becasvesans a) .ciiees Sae20?. aba! steeds ad only 


teuq Beacerpeacl ontbuliesi yc 2anurdereb.tinao Pel tip 
bae! e ative! gesi67 any nz selpsyrise ealgiont: 
Bese ra hana 


a 
fenutJenioig! one (Sanivad @ se svasp DRO At. gunz) tal 
77 680 DGS Scfamepsnigm shy mo yoolormioe* Bae ats 4 birt te 
ety .2ecrite Rina givied nt mada veoge Sp net be 3 ’ 
a» te >» rite ras = ee 
Bus cercis3i> \.solwonnls .Sise soe ad @ satest”s 
of beau *sbhrosdesg fo 1haoeghasa Bower Vile aeeeiiveas tie, 
SPUR: bak Cea? 2A) 2 6eo%: -faothi vEbos “Te tileait odd aren 


2 Sts 


aleop oipeagerda s'Iiat2 Baie 4) , svede bani loygeenG 


bas ASLIVS.OTy Wye uh et 103 Je 
| giencety Jetmopenem sS200% ain a ae rare 





7 a z - 
ogee : 






Forest Protection Technology: Effective, economical, and environmentally 
acceptable pesticide application technologies are available to meet forest 
and range resource management objectives. 


International Cooperation in Forest Health Protection: Common interests 
are identified with other countries and long-term relationships are 
developed to maintain and protect forest health worldwide. 


National Pesticide Use, Management and Coordination Program Monitoring: 
Monitoring of the NA and Regional pesticide programs is done to evaluate 
conformance with laws, policies, and guidelines which regulate pesticide 
activities in the Forest Service. 


Internal/External Communication & Coordination: Communication, 
coordination, and data exchange with other Forest Service staffs, other 
agencies, and cooperators within State, academic and private sectors is an 
integral and routine part of all pesticide use projects. 


Public Involvement: The public is informed about the role of pesticides in 
forest and range ecosystem management and accepts and supports measures 
needed to restore and protect forest and rangeland. 


Operating Values 


The following values will guide the activities of the PUM&C Group: 


Partnerships - We value partnerships with cooperators in the international 
community, States, other federal agencies, academia, and the private sector 
in working toward the safe and economical use of pesticides. 


Environment - We are committed to protecting the environment and its 
ecosystems. 


Professionalism - We take pride in our work and are committed to the 
pursuit of excellence. 


Cooperation - We value the judgements, advice, and cooperation of pesticide 
coordinators from Regions, Area, and Research Stations and strive to 
support their needs and activities. 


Service - We anticipate and respond to customer and partner needs by 
providing quality service in a consistent, timely, and coordinated manner. 


Teamwork - We maximize our collective talents through team building, 
cooperation and partnerships based on mutual trust, respect, 
cooperation,and communication. 


Training - We value training that maintains professional skills anda 
highly qualified productive work force. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL TRENDS AND ISSUES 


Predicting future opportunities is the key to strategic planning. Future 
Challenges and expectations form the framework on which any plan is built. As 
an early step in developing this Strategic Plan, PUM&C conducted a group 
exercise at the 1992 Annual Pesticide Coordinators’ Meeting to determine 
internal and external factors that would influence our future direction and 
Success (2). Following are some of the trends and issues that are molding the 
current and future use of pesticides and the activities that should be 
conducted by the PUME&C Staff Group. 


A. National Issues 


« 





- 


Ecosystem management, forest productivity, and international trade are 
national issues that will have a profound influence on PUMEC’s future 
program. The declaration by world leaders to support healthy and 
productive forests and protect the environment are primary issues that will 
accelerate PUM&C’s participation in world forestry. Forests in this 
context include all stands of trees from natural stands to plantations, and 
urban forests. Forest Service responsibility also includes significant 
acreage of rangeland which is included in this planning effort. Current 
and future PUM&C issues will be dealt with in the context of cooperation 
in the formulation of meaningful global responses. . 


There are several issues and trends that are directly or indirectly related 
to the use of pesticides in establishing and/or maintaining healthy forests 
and rangeland. Movement from traditional chemical pesticides to others 
described as more environmentally acceptable is leading, on an interim 
basis, to the use of biological pesticides and other low risk pesticides 
where available. In the future, different, less toxic materials, and less 
environmentally damaging techniques for forest and range pest prevention 
and control will be developed. PUM&C needs to change its role from the 
current product/pest approach to an ecosystem approach consistent with 
forest health and ecosystem management goals and strategies; to look at 
pest problems not as isolated situations but as components of larger more 
complex systems. 


B. Regulatory Environment 


Public concern about pesticide toxicity, environmental fate, and residue 
effects on human health and nutrition is resulting in a change in the 
pesticide regulatory environment. In the current socio-political 
environment demands are common to reduce risks perceived to be caused by 
the use of pesticides and to shift regulatory controls towards the 
registration of "safer", less toxic pesticides. This shift in emphasis 
favors the (re)registration and use of biological pesticides when they are 
available. Current legislative proposals seek the establishment of a 
single registration standard for assessing pesticide risks and benefits and 
the establishment of a reregistration and review process that requires 
greater data support. From the standpoint of forest and range-use 
pesticides, this means that minor use product registrations may be allowed 
to lapse. These products are commonly supported by narrow toxicological 
databases, have low profit margins, and manufacturers can’t justify the 
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cost of completing the data remuirements for reregistration. A need will 


exist to search for replacements for the pesticides that are lost, or to 
fill the data gaps. 


Cx Non-target Effects 


Increasing concern over potential (often undocumented) negative 
environmental impacts of pesticides is resulting in a decrease in pesticide 
use in forest and range management. The shift from single species 
Management to more holistic or ecologically based management requires that 
non-target effects be observed and analyzed. In order to address this 
concern, PUM&C will place emphasis on pesticides and application methods 
that are more target specific; those considered to pose less risk and to be 
more environmentally acceptable because they do not affect a-broad spectrum 
of organisms. More information on risks, environmental impacts and effects 


on non-target species will be demanded by environmental organizations and 
the public. 


D. Risks and Benefits 





Current sentiment (both internal and external) categorizes forest and range 
pesticide use as a greater threat to human and environmental health than 
warranted by the actual hazards posed. Although risks presented by these 
pesticides are normally significantly less than other public health 
hazards, society places these compounds in a special high-fear, presumed 
high-risk category. The general perception is that benefits accruing from 
the use of forest and range pesticides are very low. More information is 
needed on the potential impacts, risks, and benefits derived from forest 
and range pesticide use. Data gaps will continue to need to be filled, and 
risk assessments will need to evolve into more comprehensive, technical 
documents. Adequate (and appropriately formatted) communication of 
pesticide use risk/benefit to resource managers and the general public will 
continue to be essential. 


III. STRATEGIC GOALS AND ACTIONS 


This section of the plan sets forth the Forest Service's strategic goals for 
the management, use, and coordination of pesticide activities by the PUME&C 
Staff in the Washington Office. Eight strategic goals have been identified. 
Each goal is a statement of ultimate desired condition supported by a rationale 
that explains the basis for the goal. Actions to achieve the goal are proposed 
after the rationale. 


The eight strategic goals address planning, environmental analysis, pesticides, 
forest protection technology, international cooperation in pesticide use and 
management, public involvement, monitoring pesticide use programs, and 
internal/external communication and coordination. The first six goals are 
similar to (though restricted to PUM&C) goal statements in Healthy Forests for 
America’s Future; the last two goals are new to this plane ACEVONS! ane the 
current plan are those expected to be accomplished by PUM&C within the next 





ah " 

















flew beer: A .mmtsevistowten 262 admemars Leos” ae add patted 

oY 1o ,cJuol sue Set? wubroigesq sft 10) <S.cathoR 7e4 a00 Ao . 

.e0sp pee 

> ay 

~~ : M2 Pie a a eed 

‘ iy ‘ - 

Sang Taper bAnSmrjotitt oavic; TeLitesoy yevo mae ite> Be 

ebjriseeg of séeerohb «© yi saggluobe ay @eBlo. rede te ethene Ie i 

esto al Pris or? Jiige Sit sass - Abn ephw boa 288 

Jang as. sa: hele Saenropanan beaad Yiisopetoas ae aedel fon Som <8 
ati!) avayhoe OF thos wil Pissgle ant Ans fevrabkee Sd nage? 

Eons Hore ae, bie Behicivess No alesdanm-snele tiie ee? 4 im 

$2 09. (an “tbs nef eeoj =2.\botohteno> seads .oi3Sicsqe capi? ofan oy 

mytaege beens. daetle. ton ob ver eqrnéoer! ae vi sacrahniog ia 

Boog. Ia bole Bc cen cgatemioiava® ,e5.< go nobtm@izatat sao ame t adi we 


Sis Bet Jen tieets  lesmenietscvre vd & abisbansits ed flaw oo ao rene, 


~ 


























gees O05 Jeena seuiroket S (syruacke ie. Leto tol exe) Tree Einse (zt 
cely disiget Laedhonics 24 Ohe amy.) od Jaashs Seger 5 aly seo BBES. 
\ejnoese sd agers Ghvots lA Sey ekTeuat sate sili: oftz et 


Seeis Ww ~~ 
Gjieod otdeting ugelso cond seob “lonepzhiaple’ of lawson ae = 7 

WMUseIG helene wl Levee «2 ahiliGgwoo. eend? assnlg v7 - — 
we: wetusvsee costed agar as noroqshang [67s p sit as a 
Ba cfOh MW (Aart i0oM .wOL ‘rev one ogbiolicac sees She red _ - 


Jaro) Ms? Dbevadtel' es -tened Bos’ . ANeay rexel] 2 8 inacaasae 


Bes .be OER) ed.69 Deen of sontono! Zlie aGho «Je? api sh: 3 
Soiniast 2 ytarrets ven ino) aon CInl- svinys 23) bed Thive . 

30 sorizgoo iri: miney (hacdlwizes YseJ ef tapaggs brit) - ve a2) ; o ¥ 
iliw pkidver Lersase 242 phe. /eaepiiet eoxices: of wtis Nola 1 Pied : 


Shorts CMs. etade Srmepaeee .Fpz 


152 2leop otpey tse e*ao lyiae, 29950% eid Arok atem: ay 
MOUS wi> vies ratvicser ‘ehinttieg Ta tod snl (Ade: & 
Oet%, trees. ood saved ales alg {aman rs me. 
snr rs Bors, & SPLOggus adit Poca teat sag Stanig 
heater OTe iene eal “SVES09R O35 on idan tae O39 
= bi = i : 


a = ; we. 
mab 2Sinagg sali io Seisammrats 
i) “thn obits pag 8 yaee{ons ies 


Sati ede 





pe. 


five years. The Plan is flexible; changing opportunities or priorities can be 
readily added as needed. 


Due to current W.O. staffing constraints and the exclusion of Regional/Area 


action items, a few of the actions identified in the Salt Lake City session are 
not included in this Strategic Plan. 


Planning 


Goal: The potential for pesticide use in ecosystem protection and restoration 
is considered in forest and range resource management planning processes. 


Rationale: Failure to use pesticides can result in failure to achieve 
management objectives and the creation of new problems which are difficult and 
expensive to correct. Forest Pest Management (FPM) pesticide use coordination 
is often reactive and time sensitive, focusing on what is to be done after a 
pest problem occurs. However, to fulfill NEPA requirements, significant 
analytic documentation must be in place to allow a timely response to 
problems. Planning forms the necessary link between the theoretical 
understanding of ecosystems (environmental analyses) and the pragmatic 
application of that knowledge (site specific project use of integrated pest 
management (IPM) which may include pesticide use). 


Actions: The following actions should be taken to ensure that the potential 
role of pesticides is included in resource Management planning processes. 


Review and update national PUMEC policy and role. Review and update the 


Forest Service Manual and Forest Service Handbook sections which apply to PUM&C 
program areas. 


Develop the PUM&C role in ecosystem management processes. Participate on 
ecosystem related task forces, teams, and committees which are developing 
ecosystem management policy and process; develop guidance concerning the PUME&C 
staff role in ecosystem management; and, define FPM’s PUM&C role in vegetation 
management under existing authorities and incorporate it in the FS Manual and 
Handbook. 


Environmental Analysis 


Goal: Program-level NEPA documents are available. 


Rationale: Forest and range pesticide activities require supporting 
environmental analyses. Conducting these (NEPA) analyses on a planned basis 
allows for the systematic preparation of the best possible documentation and 
avoids higher costs incurred when analysis is done on an emergency basis. 
Planned, proactive analysis allows for the implementation of rapid field 
response (Suppression activities) against threatening populations of pests, and 
for more timely vegetation management activities. Planned, orderly preparation 
of NEPA documentation also facilitates early and effective communication with 
the public. 
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PUM&C will work closely with the National Center for Forest Health in this 
effort. The Center will have the lead in the development and accumulation of 
data related to the effects of biological and biorational pesticides while the 
PUM&C Staff will have that responsibility for all other pesticides. 


Actions: The following actions should be taken to make program level NEPA 
documents available and keep them current. 


Establish external contracting support to develop and update risk 
assessment and related documents. Coordinate the generation and maintenance of 
all pesticide background documents, risk assessments, risk management, and 
related scientific decision support documents. 


Coordinate PUM&C access to pesticide information data bases and computer 
models. Ensure that the WO, Regions, and the NA have access to external 
computerized data bases which contain current human, wildlife, and 
environmental (toxicological and ecological) risk information, current 
regulatory status of pesticides, and those containing other pesticide-related 
data; and provide expertise to support the integration of pesticide application 
and environmental fate models. 


Develop and implement a strategy for evaluating the effects of 
non-biological/biorational pesticides on non-target species. Coordinate an 
interregional FS effort to summarize available information concerning the 
effects of non-biological/biorational pesticides on non-target species; support 
Regions, the NA, and Stations to develop regional, interregional, and 
interagency studies to address questions relating to those effects. 


Pesticides 


Goal: Environmentally acceptable pesticides are available to protect forest 
values and achieve resource management objectives. 


Rationale: Because the demand for forestry and range pesticides is small in 
relation to the overall market, and because annual registration fees and the 
reregistration process have caused a significant increase in the cost of 
maintaining product registrations, commercial producers of pesticides are 
reluctant to address the development and registration of additional 
environmentally acceptable pesticides for our market. PUME&C has a role in 
maintaining the registration of some of these useful but low-use products. 


The use of pesticides will continue to be challenged, particularly when 
information about environmental effects is lacking, or when substantial 
environmental risk exists. There is a continuing need to develop low-risk 
pesticides and low-risk application systems for use in forest and range 
management. 


As envisioned in this Plan, the National Center of Forest Health Management 
will take the lead for generating and maintaining data concerning biorational 
and biological pesticides while PUME&C will take the lead in the registration of 
biological and biorational pesticides a.ailable for operational use. 














BIAS af Atlee. Jeerot ws Yorpeo, imanesew ‘ape 
le meron Pumps fire Themes fawat wis = Basel eda* awed 45 af 7m 
mit elit eabidsopeg lame biaxoil SAA ilosace af leaks al we 

sebietaeace rato fle 2459) mat rest 


q (ian a a4 = 


ATAU level mMerpoig adem of gested =i biunage SNOT IIA f 
es ee ges oan 


dels aiahgu hes qefeved of Jxo9gerr Cor ies a ’ ) 
wc = aad 7 ’ 
36 sutecsIricn bane Aoldtererdp ot s34nthsec) , efoaemes! sar 7 






































bas ,Joorwinane rts 6Shamessens aeic . cdoeihuesh 6 bp eee 
: SBihemroch 7 ognan rated T23h vara PHL 
T290catno ape e4ehd Atal not iam=ciat wSictgery oY pray 24) he ses” 
IGHIwISS OF GEIIOK BAN AM am4 Puta ,Atogee .Oiewds ore 
hop oF. Bile (nbn) Joris. mresnoe anit wees 
Savvi> nt eaars et Huts: blevibeles& Kd iat 5 
e3rie: eG) sidesq 9Od56 wal che tne setels Dis Muse ram J 
noste: i igge shloisasg.Jo aolosipedad a7 =sogque! os eke ITG 
aston 278s f a vhommts 
| : y 
. to aduetie ead Sittewlave so4 poeraqie, aio: aie es 7 
Ts }leg@pameso Lael lege 2efees-~Ab0 so eebia! meg leackigns she 
db Pi.tteeto>S ool swine Tet sidelivve sigydnae 69 29g é 7 
1TH? \hetoede sobs -omd Wo ashi lieec Ke epaphpne tee iz 
bia ,Tenpigertesn! tcteges enteveh of goat : 
Laase Scedy os miltnisz ei csusce seorchites od 
sehios faed i - 
7 
oat aoa aii op Sees 6 ee iz 
here hae ribo 


at Cien) et eaiotst-q spear bes vitae] tad | 
gis bAs. weet agddwese: 26) Jgvesn ae yep aed bite 
7409 Sf) AY Samesort | ies trees & pecimth 

SIR SFGiNisten Jo e.esahwic LES TEMOD OLS, te2s 


fanart iibhe to nolies EDA fistn peaking 


at esicw s&s send Sona Sekseq (> 20308 


Meckorgeec~wsl dud: Loisnu saet3 te aie de. 


new yYlsedudeitey (bore lingo ad op sunt a6 
fe Zane tadyc leas ‘e ~-SteeoRl gs HO SOTAR hagas 
\ dett-—wel J6/sveb 03 be Unt ioe ae se 
sorta Khe Ja8ed ts By zr6% Bie rey 208s : 








Actions: The following actions should be taken to ensure that environmentally 
acceptable pesticides are available to meet resource Management objectives. 


Develop procedures to identify and monitor the generation of needed forest 
and range-use pesticide (re)registration data. Coordinate the FS effort to 
identify present and future pesticide data needs; develop with cooperating 
agencies a plan that lists product (re) registration needs and actions to be 
taken to ensure (re) registration (specifying agency responsible, target outputs 
and dates); develop and implement a process for managing (re)registration data, 
and for tracking its delivery to EPA; cooperate with industry to provide or 
facilitate the generation of needed (re) registration data; and support studies 
which may generate data advancing the development and (re) registration of 
low-risk pesticides. 


Forest Protection Technology 


Goal: Effective, economical, and environmentally acceptable pesticide 


application technologies are available to meet forest and range resource 
management objectives. 


Rationale: A significant time lag often exists for implementing newly 
developed technology. There is a continuing need for development and 
evaluation of environmentally acceptable integrated pest management 
technologies which include pesticides as one of the potential tools. 


Actions: The following actions should be taken to enhance scientific 
understanding, development, and application of appropriate pesticide-use 
technology. 


Provide a focus for the preparation, maintenance and distribution of 
current information related to pesticide technology. Catalogue "unpublished" 
or low distribution pesticide application technology (tools and models) and 
related reports, publications, and other papers for inclusion in the national 
FS-INFO system; create a library of these items at MAG in Fort Collins in 
conjunction with the Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station 
Library; periodically publish "Short Subjects and Timely Tips" and an 
application model newsletter; issue Pesticide Use Advisory Memoranda as 
necessary to provide regulatory, technical, and scientific information to 
Forest Service units and cooperators; and coordinate the preparation and 
distribution of technology development reports, pesticide information reports, 
steering committee reports, and contractor reports. 


Continue participation in the National Agricultural Pesticide Impact 
Assessement Program (NAPIAP) as a means of actively supporting research to fill 
current data gaps. Serve on the USDA core team for the NAPIAP program; 
coordinate NAPIAP responsibilities with other staffs and agencies; coordinate 
annual FS/NAPIAP project proposal submission protocols, annual call letter, 
evaluation of proposals, award of project funding, and annual reporting 
process; encourage the field to diligently seek new partners and cooperators; 
provide an annual report to FS pesticide coordinators and cooperators that 
highlights accomplishments of NAPIAP studies; and distribute NAPIAP studies (or 
summaries) to pesticide coordinators and cooperators as appropriate. 






_ ‘ 


Vii tanrcs tyes . Jee ae ot feet aa Dibk aie. Farry peace Ge ‘aan 
oOee VaEatde eee sD sions: Inst of aie y - 


Va 7 * a bss! 
Seeze?: Lealineas 2d Leoeodeny: Ad debhnil ee x -i cd eosubnose 
Oy Jiaiiw BY ed3 esingbrooD .. sitebi. ion) nts itheg sale 
palo Steers ‘yaw nels eh pahiagn. e908, awiszs : im 185, aw 
si co steicoe ts abagn 62 deriatonetox) an er at 7 oe 1 , 
SiggduO Jeyxes  “fdlenogssy yorepe onsryd sae! Fie es ) xs ea Ls / 
tab i eatelpeiiey) peigemaa 147 weeny & swat Bre 
76) ae ws CF esse uel | Bole g ipa soo sche eee: Cube: cir im. - pare 
esrhuse j2Ogee Blin 1 £86h' not? sae t feo n(an fe herent a. nos a ’ ise fay B. seed 
te chy asdatoenier) 6A Igo i early sa int spagie pied or git 














i Pi 
pe 






— 


0 <€ 

























shishinan.sitetooann.» agro? tap: bee. 
. CREveAED spa) Ses 2 AOR Ss shGes IevR. 2 


Yiwon poiviwwpliynt 30) aveixs Getic tel onl? gees 
byt ggery [evad 163, besr gvivAicnoo «© sb stad? (Vogt 
IrngeN JeeQ hereigedcl eldaraseaba Vi leinemges 
rine? {aigieiog ony 20: umo hs a6bh/sioneq e4ionk 


2fiitoslce som@edee of -oeciad od bt dhe, GOL Ie es: 
gu ehlos Jeey PPB TGC WYA to Holtest road bas asete 


¢ enizodtosaib, bow eo heoeictanm .aetdeas ws: 10% 5] abies f° 
‘petsiidvgne” gapeléte ,yeoltin¥ons. ehioit near ai ga 
bo laishbeu bow aloqs) Yonloccsy toiaéatd 

legurtren wills «i oncevlIemi wot seen wilte Gye ‘mie oro 
Hi agiliad sanF ai SiMe meds. pai Ba. widet a = 

S6tjmee UroeliaoGT ayes te tae709 alee 

ag Son. *egit ian? Gos et teeth 2) af 

es Biirsons. yovelVAs aa’ sted. eee coed!’ a 

oY foijetycier oltignelsSe baa. .leekadess att 

bis octtersyesg s65 sJaasourt. dee ; 8107 eae 
83 7caory MEL FITC AS abt 7 ideas PIsages 3 Js 
i ideiah adil PRT.» Ble) 


Fheqwl ebtohiges Latifs imigga * on 
as a: yr nd ti guts regeyue ‘aoe oka 
(Me *PoIg 4aF4Gh ex rig | 


etexahratp -gsizaspe onr © qe fears or 
otal geo iapre, 





c ow 
- ety: 


BAL Tae ges (es ain ue). sostesd Fd Bap 
STOTATOGOOS haw © suiidteK o ; ie ud rei e. 


| / aay 
iy jos ae ee 


y6eg | aes fs Te 
ty 
ere 





x A! 
4 7 


Strengthen professional skills and experience through increased 
inter-office contact. Coordinate a written reevaluation of the use of field 
level specialists as multiregional specialists with interregional 
responsibility for specific facets of the pesticide management and coordination 


role; develop and offer WO/FPM detail Opportunities to pesticide coordinators 
and other national FPM personnel. 


Identify forest and range-use pesticide technology needs and incorporate 
solution-finding actions into PUMEC planning. Coordinate with national 
steering committees to identify and establish priorities for filling PUM&C 
technology needs; and coordinate the calibration of existing pesticide 
application and risk models to ensure/enhance accuracy. 


Ensure adequate training is available to maintain PUMEC professionalism and 
ensure the availability of leading edge technology. Prepare a written 
evaluation of the need for national level pesticide use training, including the 
evaluation of specific content needs of national, regional, and area PUM&C 
staffs and international cooperators (such as risk assessment, risk 
communications, risk management, pesticide application and environmental fate 
modeling, toxicology modeling, and other subjects which need periodic 
updating); and assist in Regional, Area or Station training programs as needed. 


International Cooperation in Pesticide Use & Management 


Goal: Common interests are identified with other countries, and long-term 
em re icentiried with other countries, and long-term 
relationships are developed to maintain and protect forest health worldwide. 


Rationale: The processes of pesticide use, management, and coordination 
presents strong opportunities for international cooperation. Increasing 
scientific and technological exchanges with other countries should help ensure 
that operational technologies in support of these activities are shared to the 
mutual benefit of the Forest Service and its international cooperators. 


Actions: The following actions should be taken to improve international 
cooperation in PUMEC. 


Develop and implement an action plan to support international cooperation 
on issues of mutual interest in the management and use of pesticides. Prepare 
a position paper on needs and opportunities to form partnerships with 
international cooperators to strengthen science and technology exchange 
concerning forest and range pesticide use, management, and training; develop a 
process for prioritizing potential interaction with international cooperators; 
and establish liaison with selected countries. 


Monitor National Pesticide Use, Management and Coordination Program 


Goal: Monitoring of the NA and Regional pesticide programs is done to evaluate 
conformance with laws, policies, and quidelines which regulate pesticide 


activities in the Forest Service. 


Rationale: Pesticide use on National Forests and Grasslands is a highly 
visible, controversial program. Historically the national pum&c program has 












begnoruss devyoatly anneiveqne baie SoC: done tere 
biei2 to 46h ott Yo re ks § ees, rea Ew as ol aE 
Lemgbneszsiat datw- ede tis longs faces rpvtesan “ Magners 
asttzatbscos So 2eNeperiam Ski toed orl 20" tdapet 33 ; wa 
avosenibtoos shiotiecg of Fetipasetueqge it nish WaT Gw weet 
2 ‘Fownoe tq: MEE 4 


aserregnsat bra ebeen veolomtiouy ab! t killea weil nists Bis ‘so701 ¥% 
 Setetiec duiw stentiuesd  .ecbthaly Jee osnt Baos2a0 te ‘ba 

DAME pH l Les. sud Bets Korn deuiseses bie Vocab: of peseatnnes 

sbintziaeq prisdixne fo yolseigtiey at sl entbrcs: bia lara 


‘NUSINITS. soosins \siveas 3 Blaboant tudes Bw 


baie geilscolesstorg 227909 aleznianm of efdalieva 22 goatee? z 
HOPS Tw 6 VEEGsxt) oybolostiongs “sts pninael 20 tht 

ez pnuibelons: qecctind. ste ebinlteey [eyef icscotsen sol hege a ae vos 

OMG sor Bax leeoipet ,feoptzen te aisin sreggc os} haoqe:, te 

At22) AaeAtodes Nagy en sole) ovhdereyor>: Shti gerere 

ete> [etoemne ¢eyas. Sok oocgec: oan. Soro dasy , Sobeepenky- 

. ho brat S345 “te * rhe ec;ercdve sehJo the . uctiaepan : 

Haehesk sh 2uéetperg Hitusetd wOise72 xo sesA . icnosped ae. va) niet agua . 


. 


? 
ae 


ene it gt Le ae ae ee ee 
t , 7 y - 


















maa oiel Sse Betricues sects jaiw Solis toobl esa 2. 
seh wbss0r g1-ont Jeengs aveseag bos oles item ks boas: 1 roe ea 


aurtaribteco. fas, , \aamsceceny s220. pGio. 3169G °10: fom ont ia 
iLtizne =o nT. GOs BRBQOO Lonol~eraagil tot we la caro! qu. B 
‘faders gied biucda a= isanvon aatic loin ae paetors laoe sive 
ety ov berndig-ars “scar7ispe scot? 36 troqqad ii seryoke rei 4 
wroteysqon: Laénossersotof ett Sue alii 4p bw er 


Lee gar ager = Ors oo Asdé>.40d Briode anol 296 shies ‘Gr - be 
"2 


| | on 


selsaregoos sso l dem Te sct tyeqqua oo ‘aelg sahyoe 1% Zoe 
Stsyerd 4 ,sebfobiveq 30 ser bits came one ot At: Dag bes 
lew WT UNATI IRSG mse) os | ascdig. ST OMIS Pc hi F 
SpNetisns Yooloriive.. xiii 2 >is ime BLP OGIO a2 

& qeleveb yeriaters bee (steer ‘pane ger shkot> wag’ - Let i separ |¢ 
(Syoaeneqoes isdotdnrrrouys adie ol soeaeent). Toran = ARSIO SITY z 2 
aestzated Sais2lee | 
\ aa 


W oa 


been accountable through reports filed on the FS2100-1 form. This form has 
made possible an annua) report available internally and to the public; while 
factual, it is boring reading and does not clearly reflect the improvements in 
risk management made in the pum&c program; it displays only actual usage. 
While this information is helpful in understanding what has been used, further 
data regarding efficacy of the treatment, non-target effects, or other 
environmental effects needs to be available to decisionmakers and the public. 


Actions: The following actions should be taken to monitor pesticide use and 
effectiveness in forest and range ecosystems. 


Provide guidance to and review of Regional PUM&C programs. Prepare a 
pesticide coordinator’s guideline booklet that provides information on roles, 
functions, and duties of pesticide coordinators; develop a protocol for 
Organizing pesticide use management reviews; conduct Area/Regional pesticide 
use reviews or functional assistance trips (one or two per year) ; develop an 
integrated electronic reporting system to replace the current 2100-1 system; 


and publish an Annual Report of PUMEC Accomplishments in a readable 
informative format. 


, 


Coordinate the development of example Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) 
for monitoring pesticide effects in forest and range environments. Form a team 
of experts and develop or identify useable national standard SOPs for 
monitoring both on and off-site effects of pesticides used in forest and range 
ecosystems (including [but not limited to] SOPs for monitoring soils, water, 
plant communities [target and non-target], and animal/insect communities 
[target and non-target]); and develop example sampling plans which detail 
appropriate implementation of the SOPs. 


Monitor legislative programs to identify new federal initiatives which may 
affect the pum&c program nationwide. Monitor the development of Federal laws, 
rules, and guidelines which affect pum&c activities and alert Staff Directors 
(FPM, FH, and Research) of any changes affecting their pum&c activties. 


Internal/External Communication & Coordination 


Goal: Communication, coordination, and data exchande with other Forest Service 


staffs, other agencies, and cooperators within State, academic and private 
sectors is an integral and routine part of all pesticide use projects. 


Rationale: Many Forest Service actions affect and are affected by other 
Federal Agencies. Projects involving the aerial application of pesticides, 
projects in areas which potentially have T&E species populations or include 
potential historic sites, areas which have the potential for runolet ior 
subsurface movement into public water resources, etc., require special review 
within the agency and often require inter-agency concurrence before the project 
may be implemented. New rules, regulations, and standards are constantly being 
promulgated by a variety of internal staffs and external agencies. We must be 
aware of changes which directly or indirectly affect our programs since the new 
guidance often carries with it severe penalties for non-compliance. The best 
way to ensure that we are current in our regulatory interpretations is to 
maintain strong lines of communication and regular interaction with personnel 
in other staffs or agencies. 
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Actions: The following actions should be taken to improve coordination of the 
Forest Service’s PUME&C activities. 


Identify ourselves. Semi-annually update and distribute a roster of Forest 
Service pesticide coordinators. 


Strengthen existing partnerships and form new ones when appropriate. 
Maintain communications and coordinate policy with other WO staff units, NA, 
Regions, Stations, PUM&C-wWO cooperators and international partners; strengthen 
one-on-one relationships with EPA, APHIS, and FWS personnel. Schedule meetings 
on a regular basis to discuss and coordinate responses to issues of mutual 
interest; evaluate existing MOU’s with FWS, APHIS, and EPA, update, and prepare 
others that are needed; and ensure the Director of FPM is kept abreast of 
pesticide management and coordination needs which might be filled through 
action to be taken by the National Center of Forest Health Management and the 
Missoula. Equipment Development Center. 


Conduct annual PUM&C meetings to coordinate activities and share 
information concerning current pesticide related issues and technology. 
Conduct an annual national PUMEC meeting, which includes other resource areas 
in NFS, S&PF, Research, and external working partners and cooperators. 


Develop a prioritized list of PUM&C research needs through active 
outreach. Develop a single list of research needs based on input from national 
steering committee reports and input from other meetings, staffs, cooperators, 


partners, and the general public; and ensure the list of needs is prioritized 
from a national perspective. 


Use existing meetings and publications to communicate with the professional 
community. Encourage PUM&C professionals at all levels to organize technical 
sessions at regional and national meetings, workshops, seminars, and 
conferences that focus on Forest Service pesticide (and technology) use and 


needs; and encourage professionals to publish in peer reviewed journals as the 
author or co-author. 


Public Involvement: 


Goal: The public is informed about the role of pesticides in forest and range 
ecosystem management, and accepts and supports measures needed to restore and 


protect forest and rangeland. 


Rationale: Pesticide use is a potential: significant factor affecting forest 
ecosystems. Proposals to use pesticides to manage forest or range ecosystems 
often elicits strong negative public reaction. Public involvement in 


decisionmaking is highly desirable and needs to be fostered. 


The Forest Service has been in a reactive mode with respect to providing 
information concerning pesticide issues. In the absence of information 
provided by the Forest Service, various media sources have, at times, provided 
incomplete or inaccurate information to the public. 
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Actions: The following actions should be taken to increase interaction with 


the public on PUM&C issues within an ecosystem management framework. 


Provide timely and accurate information on forest and range pesticide. 
issues to the public. Coordinate the production of easily understood fact 
sheets, technical documents, and other publications which adequately 
communicate the potential risks and benefits of pesticide use to the public; 
and working with internal and external cooperators (advertising and public 


relations persons) determine and disseminate to the field strategies for the 
communication of risk to the public. 


Encourage an active role by the public in considering pesticide-use 
alternatives for forest and range management. Continue to implement measures 
which facilitate greater public involvement in planning processes-; emphasize 
the Forest Service intends to consider pesticides for use when managing 
resources; and emphasize the public has a proactive participatory role in the 
PUMEC prescriptive/NEPA process. 


= IV. IMPLEMENTATION 


The actions recommended in this strategic plan are necessary to meet the 
national responsibilities of the PUMEC program. They will strengthen the 
program’s capabilities and enable Forest Service field units and others to meet 


their resource management objectives in an integrated pest/ecosystem management 
framework. 


Forest Pest Management’s PUM&C staff will develop an implementation plan to 
Carry out Che actionssin this plan. 


V. REFERENCES 


1. USDA Forest Service. 1993. Healthy Forests for America’s Future: A 
Strategic Plan, MP-1513. Washington, DC. 


2. Smith, Mike. 1992. Notes - Strategic planning Session - Pesticide Use 
Management and Coordination Group, FPM Report 93-4. Prepared under 
contract by Science Applications International, McLean, VA, for USDA, Forest 
Service, Washington, DC. 
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Technology Development Program 


Steering Committee Reports for FY 1994 


REportai.tie 


Appl. of Pesticides 8/93 


Bark Beetle Report 93-94 


Eastern Defoliators '93 


Eastern 


Disease Report 93 


MIR report 9/93 


Seed & Cone Tactical FY94 


Western 


Western 


Western 


Western 


Defoliators 8/93 


Defoliators 9/93 


Disease Mtg 5/93 


Disease Rpt 





Chairperson 


Jack Barry 


Iral Ragenovich 
Jack Barry 


Dan Brown 


Patrice Janiga 


Jack Barry 


Jack Barry 


Jack Barry 


David W. Johnson 


David W. Johnson 





Summary 


Spray Model advisory 
committee report August 
1993 


BARK BEETLE NEEDS FOR 94 


Eastern Defoliators Report 
for FY94 


Eastern Diseases Committee 
Report for FY 94 


Modeling, Integrated 
Systems and Remote Sensing 
for FY94 


Seed and Cone Committee for 
FY94 


Western Defol summary 
recommendations letter to 
FPM WO 


Western Defol Action 
items/priorities for 
tactical planning 


WESTERN DISEASE STEERING 
COMMITTEE MEETING 


WESTERN DISEASE STEERING 
COMMITTEE-FINAL REPORT 
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United States Forest Washington ; 2121 C Second Street 
Department of Service Office Davis, CA 95616 
Agriculture PH (916) -- 551-1715 
FAX (916) 757-8383 
Reply To: 3400 Date: April 15, 1994 
Subject: Membership - National Steering Committees 
Tos 2 1994 


To: Ross Pywell 


This memorandum contains a listing of the National Steering Committees that I 
administered through the FY 1993 along with committee charters, as I see them, 
and list of current members as of this date. Note that I no longer chair the 
BYpsy moth committee. There ara some minor changes in committee names, charters, 
and members from previous listings and reporting. 


Ls National Steering Committee for Management of Gypsy Moth and Eastern 
Defoliators. 


Charter: The committee identifies and recommends to Director, FPM 
technology development and related needs to support management of 
European and Asian Sypsy moth and eastern defoliators. Note that this 
committee does not have a chair. Pts heap eee, 


Members: Dave Bridgewater 
John Anhold 
John Wenz 
Mike McManus 
Dick Reardon 
Sheri Smith 
Noel Schneeberger 
Dennis Souto 
Harry Yates 
Jeff Witcosky 
Steve Munson 
Harold Thistle 
Tom Hofacker 
Bill Buzzard (State of Pennsylvania) 
Win McLane (APHIS) 
Leo Cadogen (FPMI Canada) 
John Cunningham (FPMI Canada) 


a) National Steering Committee for Management of Western Defoliators. 


Charter: The committee identifies and recommends to Director, FPM 
technology development , research, and other needs on both « tactical and 
strategic basis for menagement of western defoliators consistent with 
ecosystem management principles. 
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Members: 


Bruce Hostetler 
Dave Rising 


USDA FS DAVIS,CA 355 Wo FPM 003/004 


Jesus Cota Zesus asted 


Julie Weatherby 


Roy Mast Katy \ © RATA 


Nancy Campbell 
Dayle Bennett 


Gorn chai: 


Dave Grimble HRS Corrrane 


John Wenz 


Tom Hofacker SB tk Cipro lig 


Sheri Smith 

Dick Reardon 

Leo Cadogen (FPMI Canada) 

John Cunningham (FPMI Canada) 
Ladd Livingston (State of Idaho) 
Jack Barry {Cheim 


See 


National Steering Committee for Management of Seed, Cone, and 
Regeneration Insects, 


Charter: 


to other member organizations, 
related needs to support strate 


The committee identifies and recommends to Director, FPM and 


technology developmenrc, research, and 
gies to manage seed, cone, and 


regeneration insects consistent with ecosystem management principles. 


Members: 


Alex Mangini 

Dave Rising 

John Dale 

Larry Barber 

Ron Overton 

Steven Katovich 

Sandra Kegley 

Christine Niwa 

Gary Debarr 

Jerald Dewey 

John Taylor 

Nancy Rappaport 

Roger Sandquist 

Tom Hofacker 

Dave Overhulser (Dept. of Forestry, OR) 
Tim Schowalter (Oregon State Univ. ) 
Scott Cameron (Texas Forest Service) 
Peter deGroot (FPMI Canada) ) 

Charles Masters (Weyerhaeuser Company) 
Jack Barry (Chair) 
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4, National Spray Model and Application Technology Steering Committee. 


Charter: The committee identifies needs and opportunities to develop 
and transfer computer-based aerial spray and environmental fate 
models, and application technologies to support safety, efficacy, 
economy, effectiveness and environmental acceptability of pesticide 
use and application. Recommendations are submitted to the Director, 
FPM and other member organizations. 


Members: : 

Harold Thistle CMTDQ@) 
Jim Hadfield CR-D 
Mike McManus C_N@)> 


Dick Reardon CNC ESO 
Jeff eee CR -®) Nee ‘seeds Austral va) 


Pat Skyler Cwe/Ere \ ae 

Larry Barber CR ~®) Paxstre A Bush ( \A.ef Gaga 
: Alex Mangini CR-~8> 

Milt Teske (CDI) 

Linda Abbott (APHIS) 

Terry Biery (USAF Reserve) 

Scott Cameron (Texas Forest Service) 

Dave Esterly (DuPont) 

Bruce Grim (US Army) 

Steve Knight (APHIS) 

Robert E£. Mickle (Environment, Canada) 

Dave Miller (Univ. of Connecticut) 

Jim Rafferty (US Army) 

Tim Roland (APHIS) 

Doug Sommerville (US army) 

Bill Steinke (Univ. of CA, Davis) 

Dave Valcore (DOW/Elanco) 

Dave Whiteman (Battelle Pacific North West Lab.) 

Al Womac (Univ. of Tennessee) 

Karl Mierzejewski (Pennsylvania Strate Univ.) 

Ellis Huddleston (New Mexico State Univ) 

Bob Sanderson (New Mexico State Univ. ) 

Dave Smith (Mississippi State Univ.) 

John Ray (FRI, New Zealand) 

Brian Richardson (FRI, New Zealand) 

Jack Barry (Chair) 

Durdy Wire ARS, Ce ene Seok) 

Kasim, Hous C ARS, Sroxds lie 

oss please g EL 


If you have any questions ve me a call. 


/s/ John W. Barry 


JOHN W. BARRY 
Program Manager 


ca: J GOca 
N. Lorimer 
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; As of July 29, 1994 the persons considered members of the Modeling, 


-ntegrated Systems and Remote Sensing committee, aka the MIR committee for the 
>PM Technology Development Program are as follows 





-€av:s24108a 
.Stage:s22104a 
.tkacz:s28102a 
-drummond: r08f06a 
-mcdonald:s22104a 
.adams:w04a 
-byler:rOla 
-kliejunas:r05a 
-Wilson:s28102a ’ 
-gottschalk:s24108a 
.reynolds:rl0f04a 
. Sheehan: r6/pnw 
.disbrow:r02a 
.twery:s24108a 
.janiga:w04a 
.johnson:w04a > 
-Pywell:w04a 
-munson:s22102a 
3.Williams:w04a 
.Shaw:s28a 
.frament:s24106a 
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J MESSAGE DISPLAY FOR DAVE THOMAS 


To Dave Thomas :wo 


a | 
| rom: iral) Re Ragenovich:R6/PNW Host: RO6C 


Postmark: Jul 28,94 8:17 AM Delivered: Jul 28,94 11:20 AM 
Status: Previously read 


Subject: Reply to a reply: Forwarded: Pheromone exemptions from FIFRA expand 


4 Reply text: 


From: Iral R. Ragenovich:R6/PNW 

Date: Jul 28,94 8:17 AM 

let’s see - these are the ones i can remember - i think there are 8: 
q Vegetation Management Steering Committee - Dave Thomas 

Gypsy Moth and Eastern Defoliators - Jack Barry 

Western Defoliators - Jack Barry 

| Seed and Cone and Regeneration - Jack Barry 

E peace Diseases - Dan Brown 
estern Diseases ~ Dave Johnson 

Bark Beetles - Iral Ragenovich 
q Modeling, Integrated Systems, and Remote Sensing - Patrice Janiga 


| Preceding message: 
From: Dave Thomas: WO 
~Date: Jul 27,94 11:23 AM 


F Iral - I am preparing a response to your question. On another matter, 


previoulsy, you had sent me a list of all of the steering committees 
with their chairs. Do you still have that list. I want to develop a 
complete directory of all steering committee, chairs and membership. 
; This is a result of the National Vegetation Management Steering 
Committee meeting recently held in Phoenix. Many thanks! Jack, could 
you send me a copy of the members of your three committees. Thanks! 


I .RAGENOVICH:RO6C 
Date: Jul 26,94 7:59 AM 
as i read the ruling, the expanded eup is for "certain biological 
: pesticides"...which "include arthropod pheromones". it then goes on 
to define "biochemical" and "semiochemical", and then describes "a 
- pheromone as a subclass of semiochemicals and is defined as a 


rr) 
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O 
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chemical produced by an arthropod that modifies the behavior of 
individuals of the same species". the eup then refers only to 
arthopod pheromones in the text, so i infer that this determination 
refers only to those compound produced by the insects, and none of 
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Chair: Iral Ragenovich 


Wo 
WO 
Rl 
R2 

mR3 
R3 
R3 
R4 
R4 
R5 

- R6 
R8 
NA 
R10 


National Bark Beetle Steering Committee 


Tom Hofacker 
Dave Thomas 
Ken Gibson* 
Bernie Raimo* 
Dayle Bennett* 
Jill Wilson 
Mark Schultz 
Steve Munson 
Ralph Thier* 
John Wenz* 


Dave Bridgwater* 


Wes Nettleton* 
Dan Kucera 
Ed Holsten* 


WO 

PSW 
PNW 
PNW 
PNW 


INT 
SE 
NC 
EDL 
OSU 


* voting member for Technology Development Program 


Bob Bridges 
Pat Shea* 
Lonnie Sower* 
Skeeter Werner 
Gary Daterman 
Jose Negron* 
Jesse Logan* 
Jane Hayes* 
Bob Haack 

Ladd Livingston 
Darrell Ross 
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_ | MESSAGE DISPLAY FOR DAVE THOMAS 


To D.THOMAS :W01C 


rom: David W. Johnson:RO2A 
Postmark: Sep 07,94 9:58 AM Delivered: Sep 07,94 11:59 AM 
. Status: Previously read 
[: Subject : Forwarded: Contents of mailing list: wpsc 


7 From: David W. Johnson:RO2A 
™ Date: Sep 07,94 9:58 ~AM 
Dave, 


mailing list for the Western Diseases Steering Committee. 
_ Message: 
From: Post Office 
Date: Sep 07,94 9:53 AM 
q ailing list name: WDSC 
> tUsed by: - David W. Johnson 
Addressees on this list: 
C.PARKS :S26L06A 
p. BENNETT: RO3A 
D.BROWN:RO8A 
- CONKLIN: RO3A 
B= devrrro:nosrisn 
‘“G.FILIP:S26LO5A 
G.MCDONALD :S22L04A 
B ton. per:rorrosa 
_J.BEATTY:RO6C 
J.BYLER:RO1A 


J. KLIEJUNAS : ROSA 
p-tawnDaLeve 522102, 


. FAIRWEATHER: S28L02A 
P.HENNON:R10A 
2.SMITH:WO1C 
J.HOFFMAN:RO4F02A 
T.SHAW:S28A 
| Y¥.THIES:S26L05A 

| JIM HUBBARD 

F.BAKER:S22L06A 
| R.WILLIAMS :RO4F02A 
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